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In this book I have tried to state a philosophy of liberalism 
based on A. N. Whitehead’s metaphysics of creative advance. 
My thesis is that man is inwardly free and, therefore, ought to 
be free outwardly. Man is inwardly free by virtue of his rea- 
son. Hence, the liberal ideal is a society which protects and 
promotes the exercise of that capacity: The City of Reason. 

The book is not concerned with the form which particular 
institutions, political and social, might take in such a society. 
Rather it is concerned with the philosophical ideas which 
support the theory of a free society. It asks what reason is 
and why men ought to live by it. The answers which it sug- 
gests are derived from a Christian interpretation of White- 
head’s philosophy. From that philosophy it derives a concep- 
tion of reason as a method of inquiry, as an ideal of conduct, 
and as a kind of knowledge pointing toward the central in- 
tuitions of religious experience. 

I have approached this task from a familiar problem of 
philosophy as it is raised anew by certain versions of modern 
skepticism. I have called that problem the problem of pur- 
pose. It might equally well be called the problem of irrational- 
ism, or, even better, the problem of fatality: Why should 
man try to control his future and make his history in a world 
which seems to be governed by a blind and lawless fate? The 
doubt which this problem casts on many of the assumptions 
of science and ethics is examined and pressed home in the first 
two parts of the book. In developing this point I have been 
led to consider such matters as the problem of induction, 
Karl Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge and John Dewey’s 
theory of creative intelligence, as well as certain aspects of 
the Rousseauist, Kantian, and Hegelian theories of ethics and 
society, and of the Marxist philosophy of history. The third 
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part of the book deals briefly with the problem of purpose 
in the light of Platonic thought and Old Testament and New 
Testament theology. It is principally concerned with stating 
the main ideas of Whitehead’s philosophy of creative ad- 
vance and linking them with certain theories of truth and the 
good which have been previously examined. The concluding 
chapter draws out the implications for political thought. 

It is an ambitious task, perhaps too ambitious. But people 
will think about such questions, difiicult as they may be to 
state clearly and answer rationally. That is grounds, I think, 
for trying from time to time to write about them — without 
dogmatism or polemic, but with as much honesty and clarity 
and logic as the writer has in him. 

I should say, however, that the book has not been written 
for the professional philosopher, but for the student of politi- 
cal science and the general reader interested in political 
thought. I have approached philosophical ideas from the point 
of view of my own special interest, political science. Through- 
out I have tried to show how problems of political science 
continually raise classical problems of philosophy. Negatively, 
I have tried to show that philosophy, especially metaphysics, 
cannot be disregarded by the political scientist. Positively, I 
have tried to indicate how philosophy can be used by the 
political scientist, how it is relevant to his problems. So while 
I cannot claim that this book raises new problems or suggests 
new ideas, I should like to hope that it may serve as an intro- 
duction to the old but important problems of philosophy for 
students from a different field and readers of the present 
generation. 

For reading the manuscript at one stage or another and for 
helpful criticisms, I should like to thank Raphael Demos, 
W. Y. Elliott, Merle Fainsod, and Henry Hart. This book is 
one of the Harvard Political Studies. 

Samuel H. Beer 

12 October 1948 
Cambridge, Mass. 
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CHAPTER ONE 


THE PROBLEM OF 


This is a creative universe and the human mind is a 
peculiarly creative part of it. Man’s capacity to learn and, in 
the process of learning, to form his character is a creative 
power of a high order. In learning through intelligent inquiry, 
a man not only acquires knowledge, he also develops and ex- 
tends his purposes. Knowledge does not simply lie in his mind 
as a reflection of fact; it becomes an instrument for changing 
fact. As each man’s personal adventure leads him through the 
worlds of nature and society, new situations challenge his 
powers and oblige him to add to and adjust his objectives and 
purposes. The pursuit of truth involves the creative growth of 
personality. 

The growth of the personality is a part of a larger process 
of creativity. History and nature do not simply repeat them- 
selves over and over, but continually exhibit new forms of 
actuality. Not only man is creative; the universe of which he 
is a part also is creative. And this process of universal creativity 
somehow gives the creativity of man eternal meaning and last- 
ing consequences. 

For the growth of the personality is important not alone be- 
cause of the internal satisfactions to which it may lead. Its 
essential importance lies outside man in the process of universal 
creativity. The creative growth of the personality fulfills a 
Law or Will beyond man. In recognizing this Law or Will, 
man gains some sense of an objective standard of ethics. He 
finds a duty to himself and to others. He sees, obscurely and in 
many shifting lights, a Higher Law which social institutions 
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and government ought to serve. “The human psychic activity,” 
writes Whitehead, . . contains the origins of precious har- 
monies within the transient world. The end of human society 
is to elicit such psychic energies.”^ Such an insight into his 
position in the creative universe makes man not only an in- 
telligent animal, but also a moral animal. 

In some such insight we find the ground of human rights and 
duties and a definition of the end of government. Yet how 
do we arrive at this insight? On what evidence can we base 
the conclusion that the world is essentially creative? For the 
record of history and nature and common experience shows 
that the world is deeply destructive as well as creative. The 
human psyche is the source of “precious harmonies,” some- 
times. C)ften it is the scene of jarring conflicts and the erup- 
tion of disintegrating emotions. Society is full of conflict, 
cruelty, frustration. History is punctuated by decline and 
death. Nature comes red in tooth and claw. 

Judging by the record, creativity is not the law or the funda- 
mental tendency of human nature. Within man many forces 
and drives compete for satisfaction besides the tendency to- 
ward intelligent inquiry. There is no reason to base our ethics 
on the creative tendency rather than on other different or 
hostile tendencies. Nor does the record entitle us to say that 
creativity is the law or the fundamental tendency of the social 
and natural worlds of which the human personality is a part. 
There too other forces than creative forces often triumph. 
In the character of universal process we can find no objective 
standard of ethics. 

The objection, broadly stated, is that destruction, the nega- 
tion of creativity, is a trait of the universe as basic as creativity. 
The central problem of this book is to refute this objection 
and to show that there is an insight, convincing to the mind 
and in a real sense founded on experience, which indicates 
that the fundamental law of the universe and of man is a law 
of creativity, and that in such a law we find an objective 
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Standard of ethics for man and for his social and political 
institutions. 

The Problem of Purpose The ethical problem is central, but 
the approach to it will be indirect. The ethical problem will be 
approached through another problem raised by the hypothesis 
that the world is fundamentally destructive, or to use a more 
precise word, discontinuous. If the world is discontinuous, 
then knowledge is in a peculiar position. For knowledge is 
gained from observation and experiment in a certain environ- 
ment, natural and social. So far as this environment remains the 
same, knowledge derived from it can be used to predict and to 
control events in that environment. But if the environment 
changes, losing its familiar characteristics, of what use is the 
knowledge gained from experience in the previous environ- 
ment? 

If knowledge is to be a useful instrument of control, then 
the future must be like the past. So far as the world is destruc- 
tive and discontinuous, the future will not be like the past. 
In a discontinuous world, instrumental knowledge, that is, 
knowledge which has become purpose, is of dubious value. 
Our plans and purposes may have their expected conse- 
quences. They also may have consequences totally unexpected 
and even hostile to what we had intended. This is the problem 
of purpose through which the argument of this book will 
approach the ethical problem. 

The problem of purpose is not the ethical problem. It con- 
fronts us whether or not we care about standards of ethics or 
justice. People frequently dismiss the ethical problem as hope- 
less or meaningless. To search for an objective standard of 
ethics, they say, involves the student in metaphysics and re- 
ligion; but these matters are matters of opinion, not reason and 
experience, and the student committed to the methods of 
intelligent inquiry should dismiss the ethical problem from his 
researches. 

Of course, they continue, men do cherish certain “values”; 
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men feel strongly about certain principles of individual con- 
duct and social organization. It happens that our society is 
fairly well agreed on a certain set of values. No reason can 
be given for preferring one set of values to another, so the 
task of the student of society or politics is not to look for 
such a nonexistent reason, but rather to find means for pro- 
tecting and realizing these accepted values. Here is his great 
task: To find through observation and experiment more ef- 
ficient means for achieving these given ends. To extend knowl- 
edge in order that the consequences of social action may be 
brought more and more under our control and history made 
more and more the result of our plans. 

Such an approach leads directly to the problem of purpose. 
For it raises the question. What reason have we for thinking 
that we can control events and plan our history? Why may 
we believe that knowledge is, or can be, an instrument for 
controlling the consequences of our acts? 

When the student of politics and society considers recent 
history, he may be ready to grant that there is some doubt 
about the answer to this question. Human efforts to under- 
stand and control history have gained some great successes. 
But these successes have been matched, or more than matched, 
by hideous failure. Our world has suffered disasters as crush- 
ing as those of a far more primitive and ignorant age. When 
we look around us, we see a world we never made; which no 
one made, but which seems to have sprung from an alien 
and inexplicable fate. 

Wars, depressions, the confused struggle of classes, the ir- 
reconcilable fears and ambitions of states: these things have 
produced a history which no man has desired and which is 
strange and bitter to all men. There is no lack of counselors 
who claim to understand the real reasons for such events 
and to have plans which will prevent them. But the analysts 
and planners quarrel violently among themselves. The con- 
fusion of events is confounded by the confusion of counsel. 

Yet the social and political scientist does not despair. The 
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record of the social sciences may not provide a defense of 
the instrumental value of knowledge. But in the natural 
sciences surely it is a different story. Here we must find an 
instance of knowledge which has achieved certainty, that is, 
which really can lead to the consequences which it predicts. 

But do we? Do the logician and student of scientific method 
give us a satisfying defense of the instrumental value of 
knowledge? This question will be considered more extensively 
in the next chapter, but here we shall discuss it briefly, for 
it enables us to restate the problem of purpose. The problem 
of purpose can be stated as that familiar problem of philos- 
ophy, the problem of induction or prediction. Given the fact 
that I have seen a certain connection between events in the 
past, what justifies me in assuming that this connection will 
hold in the future? I have seen B follow A. Why, when I 
again see A, may I infer that B will follow? If this inference 
is sensible, then human purpose is sensible. For I may now 
confidently use my knowledge of the connections of events 
in the past in order to develop plans and purposes which will 
control the future. 

This is the problem of purpose in the simplest form. But 
stating the problem in simplest form does not make its solu- 
tion any more evident. The student of methodology finds 
that sometimes the connections which have been observed in 
the past also hold good in the future. And that sometimes they 
do not. In some cases, predictions founded on past experi- 
ence are borne out, and sometimes they are not. Hence, he 
will reject with some vehemence the suggestion that any 
knowledge is “certain” and will insist that all knowledge is 
“contingent.” He will not speak of the “laws of nature” but 
of “the working hypotheses of science.” And in any concrete 
situation he will carefully refrain from making any promise 
that such an hypothesis will actually work. For he has dis- 
covered what everyday experience and the record of planners 
and statesmen continually confirm: that sometimes men get 
what they plan and work for, and sometimes not. “The 
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events of the future,” writes Wittgenstein, '^cannot be in- 
ferred from those of the present. Superstition is the belief in 
the causal nexus.” ^ 

The philosopher may press the argument further. He may 
argue that this very examination of the past in order to dis- 
cern the future itself assumes what we want to prove. Knowl- 
edge is what is known; it refers to observed fact. But the fu- 
ture, the real future approaching a man here and now, can 
never be a part of observed fact. So regardless of what past 
experience tells us about the success or failure of our pre- 
dictions, we may not infer from it any conclusions about their 
success or failure in the future. 

Such a refined argument, when developed, is convincing, 
but it is not likely to carry much weight with active, pur- 
posive men. The really difficult fact is that, according to the 
record, men have often found the future to be quite unlike 
the past. And in truth, if the future had always been like the 
past, it is not likely that even philosophers would have dared 
suggest their more refined argument. It is not likely they 
would have thought of it. The root of our problem is not the 
speculations of philosophers but the changeability of the 
world. Here is why, in the words of Whitehead, “the theory 
of Induction is the despair of philosophy.”® 

The problem of purpose is a problem not of the social 
sciences, alone, but of all science, of all knowledge which is 
held to be a means of controlling events. Whether or not you 
are concerned with ethics you must face this problem. 

Irrationalism The trouble appears at first to be our ignorance. 
If only we knew more, it seems, then we should be able to 
control events. But when we reflect further we see that our 
ignorance would be no handicap, if only the environment in 
which we work were stable and continuous from moment to 
moment. It is only when the environment, social or natural, 
changes that our ignorance leads us into false expectations. 
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Indeed, part of the instability of the environment comes 
from man himself, from the consequences, intended and un- 
intended, of his attempts to plan his future and control nature. 
Human ambition itself is a principle violator of the rule of 
stability without which that ambition can never have any 
certain gratification. 

The difficulty is that the world is destructive, discontinuous. 
If we follow our experience and what we know of the ex- 
perience of the race, we shall conclude that every stable thing 
or order will sooner or later be extinguished. Individual men 
die; so do social systems, nations, races, and species of living 
creatures. Planets age, suns are exhausted, and stars, it has been 
said, explode. Every order of existence which we have investi- 
gated has shown itself to be mortal. 

The inevitable perishing of things is the root of our prob- 
lem. For if every order of things must perish, it follows that 
someday any system of knowledge founded upon such an 
order must become outmoded. We do not know when the 
order represented by our present knowledge will come to an 
end. Obviously, our knowledge itself cannot tell us that. We 
only know that it will surely come to an end. We do not 
know when our knowledge will be outmoded, nor when its 
calculations will prove false. It may be tomorrow. It may not 
be for many years. All we know is that sooner or later these 
calculations will fail, because sooner or later all things fail. 

Various names might be given to the general view of the 
world which these paragraphs have tried to suggest. It might 
be called pluralism or relativism or the philosophy of the flux. 
In this book it will also be called irrationalism, since this term 
serves to connect that view more emphatically with the prob- 
lem of purpose. 

The term irrationalism is used so loosely that it is impossible 
to find a single definition which holds of all uses of the term. 
Very commonly the term is used to refer to the influence of 
emotion on human conduct. A man has some plan of action he 
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is trying to follow; some emotion interferes, diverting him 
from his intended course. So far as he is diverted from follow- 
ing his plan, we say his action is irrational. A judge intends 
to decide a case on the basis of evidence and law, but un- 
conscious motives or social prejudice prevent him from seeing 
the law and the facts in the proper perspective and thereby 
make his decision irrational. 

Consider two other examples: A department of government 
administration draws up an organizational chart defining the 
functions of its subdivisions. This is the plan to be followed. 
But in practice the influence of personalities, conflicting in- 
terests of subordinates, and similar forces prevent the depart- 
ment from operating rationally, that is, according to plan. 
Again: a national society develops an analysis of economic 
process which substantially explains events and enables the 
nation to increase its wealth; for example, the modified system 
of kisser fake accepted by the American people and their 
governments before 1929. Then an unexpected catastrophe 
such as the Great Depression brutally disappoints well-estab- 
lished expectations and involves events quite at variance with 
the traditional economic analysis. To the members of this 
society, the processes of the economy are irrational; they do 
not follow the accepted plan. 

In the last two examples, the irrationality of events does 
not arise from the influence of emotion. But in these examples 
as in the first two, the connection with the problem of pur- 
pose is obvious. There is a plan, based upon knowledge of how 
to accomplish some end. That plan is disrupted by intervening 
forces and the expected consequences fail to be achieved. The 
process is not continuous, but discontinuous. The irrationality 
of events in each case lies in their discontinuity. 

The problem of purpose does not arise simply because man 
is irrational. Not only man is irrational; the world is irrational. 
Things come into existence, continue for a time, then go out 
of existence. Between their histories there is little or no con- 
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ncction. They are separate, plural, discontinuous. There is no 
whole which makes sense of them all; there is no general 
plan or law which rules ^hem and puts each in its place. In 
short, we live not in a universe, but in a multiverse.^ 

The purpose of this book is to refute irrationalism. The 
thesis of this book is that the world is rational: it is a universe 
which joins in real togetherness all the manifold plurahties of 
history and nature. In such an insight into the ultimate ra- 
tional nature of things we find a Law of Reason which is an 
ethical imperative for man and a solution to the problem of 
purpose. 

Defeatism That view of the. world which we have called ir- 
rationalism raises an important problem of theory. It also 
creates a practical problem. Irrationalism is a counsel of des- 
pair and, if accepted, will in some measure affect the way men 
behave. If men seriously believe that they cannot control 
their fate, this belief will affect what they do to control that 
fate. They will become defeatists, distrusting plans, not be- 
cause of the demerit of this or that plan, but simply because 
they are human plans. The subject of this book is the argu- 
ments of irrationalism, not its effects. However, we may di- 
gress for a moment to speculate on the ways irrationalism may 
affect practice. 

In a sense, men cannot avoid planning. If you reject a cer- 
tain proposed plan, you are left with the expectations and 
purposes on which you were previously acting. You are still 
acting as if certain behavior in the present would lead to cer- 
tain consequences in the future. The irrationalist would not 
deny this. He would merely say that these expectations are 
arbitrary and senseless. Man cannot really control his fate, 
but he tries to. That, as cynics have often said, is one of the 
things which makes him so amusing to watch. 

Yet even if men do not give up all purpose, the virus of ir- 
rationalism tends to prevent them from doing their best. In 
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practice, its views assail any but the most ingrained expecta- 
tions and hold people back from acting on the widest knowl- 
edge available to them. 

In his daily life a man decides what he will do with the 
help of a great mass of expectations. He expects that a certain 
line of ambulation will take him to the bus-stop; that a cer- 
tain procedure before a court will enable him to recover a 
bad debt; that going to college will help him get a better 
job. These expectations give him a picture of how his society 
works. They tell him what he can count on happening as the 
consequences of his acts in the context of that society. They 
constitute his perspective of the institutions, habits, and cus- 
toms of his society. In an age of security, these expectations 
are substantially borne out. The individual tends to conclude 
that they describe the whole working of that society. 

In an age of insecurity, these expectations arc often dis- 
appointed. Frustration, the shock of events alone, will lead 
him to distrust these expectations. Here is the beginning of de- 
featism. The effect of irrationalism is to reinforce his doubts 
and to give him what may rather facetiously be called a ra- 
tionalization of the world’s irrationality. It discourages him 
from relying upon expectations founded upon any but the 
simpler and more automatic calculations. Any attempt to go 
beyond these calculations and to provide for a more distant 
object by a more complex plan at every step meets the doubt 
that human purpose cannot control events. 

In modern society, cooperation between many groups and 
classes involves complex planning. It is not immediately clear 
to a group just what benefits will come to it from supporting, 
and from compromising with, the many other groups seek- 
ing benefits along with it. Only a complex calculation can 
show the group how in the long run it will benefit. But if 
the doubts of irrationalism are at work, the group will have 
little will to make, and to act on, this complex calculation. 
Each group will tend to look only to its interests in the im- 
mediate future, distrusting not so much the good will as the 
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competence of its society and government to provide long- 
run benefits. So, from the doubts of irrationalism may proceed 
a distrust of other groups, a splitting up of society into factions, 
a clamor for special advantage and a refusal to cooperate. 

Hopelessness and social strife will be encouraged by irra- 
tionalism. Yet if one tendency is* to exacerbate distrust, an- 
other tendency of this monster of self-contradiction is to lead 
to acts of fatuous trustfulness. For if the world is irrational, 
it makes very little difference what you do or whom you trust. 
“Anything,” as Mussolini once said, “is possible, even the 
most impossible and most senseless.”® 

Irrationalism, therefore, may lead you to entertain absurd 
expectations; indeed, so far as possible, to give up altogether 
expectations and attempts to understand. You do not try to 
understand what you are doing. You merely do as you are 
told. You are bound to your leaders, not by understanding and 
common expectations, but by blind feeling. You are similar 
to your fellow instruments, not because you and they think 
alike — you don’t think — but because you feel the same inex- 
plicable impulses to subordination. 

We ridicule and despise the man who yields to irration- 
alism. Yet in his despair we touch a feeling deeply involved 
with the current of doubt and skepticism which runs through 
the thinking of many of us today. For instance, in political 
matters, what the modern doubter distrusts is not so much the 
government’s morals, as its competence. What he cannot 
avoid thinking is that these well-laid plans, whether a “raid 
on the Treasury” or a high-minded pursuit of the more abun- 
dant life, are just as likely to produce strange and unwanted 
results as they are to accomplish their declared aims. 

Suppose we find a defeatist who is also a moral skeptic. 
Suppose we restore to him a fervent belief in the ends of 
democracy and the morals of the Sermon on the Mount. Will 
that not leave him just as ineffective and even more miserable? 
For now he will aspire to accomplish these ends, yet distrust 
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any suggested means. He will long to work for Freedom and 
PeaOe, but he will not be able to tell what kind of career, what 
kind of war, what party policy will genuinely give him the 
chance. He will want to be good, high-minded and patriotic, 
but not know how. 

This more miserable condition, it seems to me, is closer to 
the state of mind of the modern doubter than the simpler and 
commoner picture of a man sunk in selfish appetite and deaf 
to the appeal of idealism. And in some measure we all share 
his mood. We long for the good, solid world of our fathers, 
along with the improvements which their ideals have sug- 
gested. Yet we wonder how to make this world and how to 
avoid losing what we already have of it and whether such 
an aim is within human power. 



PART ONE 


DOUBT OF TRUTH 




CHAPTER TWO 


THE RELATIVITY OF 
TRUTH 

In this chapter the problem of purpose will be stated 
and discussed in the light of familiar problems of social science 
and philosophy. The importance of the problem to any think- 
ing man will appear and at the same time the manner in which 
any formulation of the problem continually raises larger prob- 
lems of metaphysics. The following chapter will turn to 
another statement of the problem emerging from a review 
of John Dewey’s analysis of experience. The problem of pur- 
pose will be the central concern, but in Dewey’s analysis ele- 
ments of a solution to the ethical problem will also be found. 

Part II of the book will be primarily concerned with a claim 
of ethical theory to solve our problem. We shall find there 
not a solution, but the hint of a solution. In Part III, after 
some of the classical attempts to solve our problem have been 
considered, a solution will be worked out on the basis of 
A. N. Whitehead’s philosophy of creative advance. 

Perspective and Interpretation We begin with certain ideas 
developed by Karl Mannheim in his Ideology and Utopia, 
These ideas are a good starting-point because they lead to a 
statement of the problem of purpose as a problem of social 
science and control. Mannheim is acutely aware of the fact that 
our science of society is inadequate to the problems of our 
society. His statement of the reasons for this inadequacy is 
thoughtful and penetrating. His proposed solution, while not 
solving the underlying problem, leads to a better understand- 
ing of it. 

In Ideology and Utopia Mannheim develops his notion of 
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a new social science, the sociology of knowledge. He shows 
that in modern society men from different classes and groups 
look at the same events differently. Apart from any intention 
to deceive or distort, the bias of his class or group leads one 
man to understand events differently from the way they are 
understood by a man from another group and, consequently, 
to make different predictions concerning them. 

This difference between men Mannheim calls a difference 
of perspective, “thought-style,” or Weltanschauung. When 
men with different perspectives look at the same events or 
situations they will see different “facts.” They will see differ- 
ent facts because, in the first place, a man’s view of the facts 
always contains some interpretation of them; some under- 
standing of their possible consequences or meaning. In the sec- 
ond place, this interpretation will spring from the knowledge 
which he brings to his observation. What he sees in certain 
events will depend, not only on those events, but also on what 
he has already been led to believe events of this kind lead to 
and are associated with. His knowledge will be largely deter- 
mined by his class or group; hence, the interpretation which 
he inseparably connects with the facts will be different from 
the interpretation put on the facts by a man of another class 
or group. 

Mannheim' insists that the “facts” are not simply “given.” 
An integral and inseparable part of a fact is the interpretation 
which a man gives to that fact and which, indeed, guides him 
in selecting what he regards as fact. To appeal to experience 
is not to appeal to a single, unambiguous criterion which all 
men must agree on. Quite the contrary. Men with different 
perspectives will have different “experiences.” They will be 
looking for different facts and what they find will be different. 
The problem, to use terms loosely, is not that one must choose 
either empiricism or apriorism. It is rather that one cannot 
get an empiricism that is free of apriori assumptions. 

“No one,” writes Mannheim, “denies the possibility of em- 
pirical research, nor does anyone maintain that facts do not 
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exist. We, too, appeal to ‘facts’ for our proof, but the ques- 
tion of the nature of facts is in itself a considerable problem. 
They exist for the mind always in an intellectual and social 
context. That they can be understood and formulated implies 
already the existence of a conceptual apparatus. And if this 
conceptual apparatus is the same for all the members of a 
group, the presuppositions (i.e. the possible social and intel- 
lectual values) which underlie the individual concepts, never 
become perceptible. The somnambulistic certainty that has 
existed with reference to the problem of truth during stable 
periods of history thus becomes intelligible. However, once 
the unanimity is broken, the fixed categories which used to 
give experience its reliable and coherent character undergo 
an inevitable disintegration. There arise divergent and con- 
flicting modes of thought which (unknown to the thinking 
subject) order the same facts of experience into different sys- 
tems of thought, and cause them to be perceived through 
different categories.”^ 

Perspective and Interest Mannheim is saying, then, that what 
a man holds to be the “facts” will invariably contain some in- 
terpretation springing from his knowledge. Furthermore, he 
argues that this interpretation will be deeply affected by a 
man’s interests. All perspectives, as he puts it, are “interest- 
bound.” 

This connection of interest and interpretation arises simply 
from the way knowledge itself is gained. It does not come 
from something which interferes with learning, such as a 
“bad” or selfish will. It lies in the very nature of learning. To 
put it briefly; A man learns about the world by trying to 
get what he wants in it. Hence, what he knows, so far as 
he knows anything, is how to get things that he wants and 
how to avoid things he doesn’t want. He has got this knowl- 
edge in the past while trying to satisfy his wants and interests. 
So what it tells him about the present facts is, more or less in- 
adequately, how they can satisfy or threaten those interests. 
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This states the position crudely. There is one qualification 
which Mannheim’s views require us to make immediately. It 
is that a man’s interests are emphatically social interests. That 
is, they are interests which he has in common with other peo- 
ple, his class, party, nation, or even his age. He is born into 
a group and inherits the interests and perspective of that 
group. His knowledge is gained, not merely from his own 
direct experience, but also indirectly from the experience of 
his group. It is knowledge, not merely of what touches his 
personal interest, but also of those consequences which his 
group has come to recognize as favorable or unfavorable to 
its interests. His interpretation of events is “interest-bound.” 
But that does not mean that he thinks of their meaning only 
for himself as opposed to all other individuals. Rather he in- 
terprets these events with knowledge which has been gained 
by his group in the pursuit of its interests and he acts with 
his group in the further pursuit of these interests. 

A principal feature of the sociology of knowledge, writes 
Mannheim, is “that it does not sever the concretely existing 
modes of thought from the context of collective action 
through which we first discover the world in an intellectual 
sense. Men living in groups do not merely coexist physically 
as discrete individuals. They do not confront the objects of the 
world from the abstract levels of a contemplating mind as 
such, nor do they do so exclusively as solitary beings. On the 
contrary, they act with and against one another in diversely 
organized groups and while doing so they think with and 
against one another. These persons, bound together into 
groups, strive in accordance with the character and position 
of the groups to which they belong to change the surrounding 
world of nature and society or attempt to maintain it in a 
given condition. It is the direction of this will to change or to 
maintain, of this collective activity, which produces the guid- 
ing thread for the emergence of their problems, their concepts 
and their forms of thought. In accord with the particular con- , 
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text of collective activity in which they participate, men al- 
ways tend to see the world which surrounds them differ- 
ently.”^ 

Mannheim illustrates his theory copiously. In order to give 
point to his generalizations, we may consider one of his ex- 
amples. Among the five types of perspective which he distin- 
guishes in modern society, one is that of “bureaucratic conserv- 
atism.” The tendency of this kind of thought is to turn all 
problems of politics into problems of administration. Like 
everyone else, the bureaucrat has learned through doing, and 
all he and his group have done is to administer. Hence, when 
he discovers, for instance, that a law is not being executed, 
the only causes and remedies which occur to him are con- 
cerned with the technique of administration. He does not see 
the forces which bring laws into existence, nor those which 
help or hinder their execution, outside the realm of administra- 
tion. 

“It is therefore no wonder,” writes Mannheim, “that in 
every revolution the bureaucracy tries to find a remedy by 
means of arbitrary decrees rather than to meet the polit- 
ical situation on its own grounds. . . Every bureaucracy . . . 
in accord with the peculiar emphasis on its own position, 
tends to generalize its own experience and to overlook the 
fact that the realm of administration and smoothly function- 
ing order represents only a part of the total political reality.”® 

Like other analysts and planners, the bureaucratic conserva- 
tive, in Justice Holmes’s memorable phrase, takes the fa- 
miliar for the universal. We can hardly blame him for this. 
He is acting empirically, that is, on calculations founded on 
experience. That experience is partial. But we cannot ask him 
to wait until he knows everything. 

A Science of the Social Whole We need not accept Mann- 
heim’s analysis of the bureaucratic mind, nor the other items 
in his taxonomy of modern social thought, in order to see that 
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he is getting at a very important problem. The point that he 
brings out is that there are many ways of approaching social 
and political problems today and that each approach is one- 
sided, seeing only some of the real possibilities. Each, therefore, 
is unreliable as a guide to successful action. 

We are used to seeing historians disagree over the causes 
of great events in the past — the fall of the Roman Empire, 
the crusades, the Reformation, the French Revolution. And 
we feel it is the part of intelligence to grant that probably 
none of these disagreements will ever be resolved by a single, 
generally accepted account. When we examine events of the 
more recent past, such as World War I or the Great Depres- 
sion, we find the same sort of disagreement. Regarding these 
disagreements we find it more disturbing to make the same 
admission. For the problems of preventing world war and 
world depression are still very much with us. It seems we 
must solve them or perish. Yet if our experts argue with as 
little hope of agreement as the historians, we lack even a firm 
starting-point for our plans and remedies. 

It is a painfully familiar fact. The experts often enough 
claim to be disinterested. And often enough we can clear 
them of any charge of dishonesty or willful deception. Yet 
each seems to think in accord with certain “inarticulate major 
premises” which he shares with some group. When compared 
with those who disagree with him, each is a partisan. Politics 
is not the creation of politicians. If Congress, as one writer 
has observed, were composed exclusively of social scientists, 
it would still be a political body, parties and blocs would arise, 
and controversy would be no less bitter than at present.* 
The experts, objective as they may try to be, are partisan and 
when we try to choose between them, we find ourselves be- 
coming partisan. We try to check the conflicting plans and 
analyses against the lessons of our own experience. But this 
experience itself is partial and springs in great measure from 
our class or national background. So, in spite of the most dis- 
interested will, we are led to side with the champions of that 
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group which largely shares and determines our own ex- 
perience. 

The facts seem so plain to each side: That the working man 
can be free and prosperous only under a system of free private 
enterprise. That Labor can progress only if it uses government 
to enforce its rights. That saving what is left of private enter- 
prise requires a balanced budget — or an unbalanced budget. 
That wars spring from the internal contradictions of finance 
capitalism and can be prevented only by the abolition of that 
system. That wars can be prevented if nations will recognize 
their paramount common interest in peace. 

Each side appeals to experience. Each documents its argu- 
ments and plans. To each the facts are so plain and self-evident 
that it is no wonder it can understand the opposition of the 
others only as the machinations of an evil will. But when a 
man for a moment surveys the bedlam of social controversy 
as a whole, he may begin to wonder whether there are any such 
evil wills, whether all parties are not equally dupes of their 
own partiality. But that road of reflection leads straight to 
cynicism. 

Cynicism is one road, the road of the irrationalist and the 
defeatist. There is another likely reflection. When we see 
partial truths at war, we may suggest that they be brought to- 
gether, in order that the whole truth may emerge. To many 
of us, this is the value of parliamentary assemblies, within 
nations and between nations. We hope that in discussion the 
champions of partial truths will learn from one another and 
that reason, the whole truth, will prevail. 

Substantially, this is Mannheim’s proposal. The task of the 
sociology of knowledge, he writes, is to bring together in a 
single system the various perspectives and systems of knowl- 
edge which we find in modern society. It should embrace the 
segment of truth revealed by each, and so raise our knowledge 
toward a “total comprehension” of society. 

In this way, according to Mannheim, a new kind of objec- 
tivity will be attained in our science of society. For that science 
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will then be free of the bias and subjectivity of the views of 
different schools of thought. Yet it will embrace the truth 
which the partial views contain. In practical terms, this means 
that the views of the new science will have greater probability 
and man will be farther along the road to the total control 
of society, which, indeed, Mannheim thinks is a not-far-distant 
goal. When that goal is reached, we shall have a true science 
of society, “a science of the whole.”® 

•Doubt of Mannheim's Solution This is an agreeable thought. 
But does it follow from what Mannheim has said.^ He has 
shown that there have arisen many different ways of looking 
at the same facts. May we not infer that there remain a good 
many more possible ways of looking at them? He has shown 
that different groups see different possibilities in the same 
facts. Can we conclude that there are no more possibilities, or 
only a few, which have not yet been seen? Indeed, if the 
future is to be like the past, there must remain new perspec- 
tives, new systems of possibility, which have not yet emerged. 
And if there are many more possibilities which we have not 
yet seen and which would not be comprehended even by 
the proposed synthesis of all known perspectives, then will 
not the predictions of our new science, like those of the old, 
remain at the mercy of forces not yet understood? 

Let us suppose that the principles of the various perspec- 
tives could be combined in a single consistent system — a very 
doubtful supposition. It will then be true that the predictions 
of this new system will be founded upon a larger set of prin- 
ciples. In relation to the predictions of the constituent per- 
spectives, they will be “the most probable.” But how probable 
will they be in relation to ail possibilities, unknown as well as 
known? What counts is not whether we know more than 
we did yesterday, or whether we know more than someone 
else, but whether we know enough to cope with the world. 
The measure of our strength is not the weakness of others, 
but the tasks which the world sets us. 
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There is, it seems to me, an extraordinary assumption under- 
lying Mannheim’s proposal — “an inarticulate major premise,” 
if you like. It comes to something like this: That it is possible 
for men to know everything. It is the notion that in some sense, 
the sum of things which can actually happen in nature and 
society, the real possibilities, have a limit which we approach 
as our science grows. 

He seems to say as much in sentences like the following: 
“the sphere of the rationalizable and of the rationally control- 
lable (even in our most personal life) is always growing, 
while the sphere of the irrational becomes correspondingly 
narrower.”® He seems to be saying here that, as our knowledge 
of the real possibilities grows, it approaches the limit of what 
can happen in the world. Hence, the ratio between our knowl- 
edge and all possible knowledge increases. And our power 
over nature and the probability of our predictions also grows. 

But what grounds can one find for this assumption? Grant- 
ing that our knowledge does grow, it remains that the world 
itself is continually changing, continually giving us new ob- 
jects to investigate and to learn to control. Is this not precisely 
what Mannheim’s study of “ideologies” tells us? This term he 
applies to those perspectives which, growing up in an earlier 
period of a society, fail to work when that society changes. 
The tmth of an “ideology” was relative to a certain time and 
place. Can any truth, even the truth of Mannheim’s proposed 
synthesis of perspectives, escape relativity? 

Society will not patiently stand still while the experimenter 
works on it, gradually extending his knowledge to embrace all 
its important features. History is full of surprises. It is crea- 
tive. It is destructive. Simply for our knowledge to grow is 
not enough to assure us that our power over nature and 
society is growing. Indeed, we are lucky if that steady growth 
enables us to maintain our power at its old level. As the Red 
Queen said to Alice in a work by a profound student of ir- 
rationalism, we must go twice that fast to get anywhere. 

When a man finds that his knowledge includes and goes 
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beyond the knowledge of other men, he concludes that his 
plans and predictions are “the most probable.” To say that his 
knowledge is “the most probable” is permissible only in a 
limited sense. It is permissible only if it is taken to mean simply 
that his knowledge embraces a wider system of principles than 
the knowledge of the others. The question of what will hap- 
pen in the future; of what the plans of this man or party will 
actually lead to, is still undetermined. He will be a little vain 
if he assumes that because no man present can refute his argu- 
ments, they are irrefutable. 

The Root of Perspective Let us restate and generalize some 
of the points of the argument. At first, it appears that the root 
of perspective and the partiality of knowledge is desire, class 
interest, or some form of selfish willing. What makes a man’s 
knowledge biased, it seems, is that he is interested in how the 
the situation which he is observing will turn out. The way 
for him to get rid of this limitation, it follows, is to cleanse 
himself of interest in the outcome of events, i.e., become a 
disinterested observer. Apparently this is in Mannheim’s mind 
when he says that the social scientist is interested in the out- 
come of the processes which he describes and, therefore, can- 
not look at those processes impartially Believing this, you 
might distinguish between the natural arid social sciences by 
holding that the natural scientist can look at his object im- 
partially while the social scientist cannot. 

No doubt, students of social problems are often moved by 
partisan feeling, even when they think they are being im- 
partial. Probably unconscious motives sometimes lead them 
to overlook what others regard as obvious facts, or to draw 
unwarranted conclusions from observed facts. Very likely 
partisan feeling and unconscious motives affect the thought 
of social scientist more than they do the thought of natural 
scientists. 

But the discussion of Mannheim’s views has revealed a 
deeper root of perspective. All knowledge is affected, whether 
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the knowledge of the natural scientist, the social scientist, 
or the man of everyday, practical affairs. To put it bluntly, 
the difficulty is that men cannot know everything. The in- 
dividual student has learned to look for and identify cer- 
tain kinds of facts and connections of facts. His knowledge 
may grow. He may associate himself with others in a common 
effort to solve problems. It remains that what he or his group 
expects and looks for in the world is a fractional selection 
of all the things the world can make and do. Here is the root 
of his partiality and fallibility. Here is at once the source and 
the expression of his finitude. 

Consider the position of the student trying to discover a 
necessary sequence between antecedents and consequents in 
some process of the natural or social worlds. He finds that a 
certain antecedent. A, is regularly followed by a certain con- 
sequent, B. Let us suppose he establishes a carefully controlled 
situation in which he has made note of every factor which 
could affect the outcome of the process. Let us suppose that 
he then introduces the particular antecedent. A, into this 
situation and finds that now, and only now, the consequent, B, 
appears. Since by our supposition no other factor has been 
introduced into the situation except A, and since B appears 
only upon the introduction of A, may the student not infer 
that there is a causal or necessary connection between A and 
B? 

According to John Stuart Mill, the student could make this 
inference. The procedure of experimentation outlined above. 
Mill named the Method of Difference® and celebrated as that 
“canon of induction” which would give “rigorous certainty”® 
to the discovery of causal laws. Yet the difficulties which 
arise in practice are easy to see and have often been pointed 
out. The principal one arises from the original supposition. 
How can the student be sure that he has made note of every 
factor which could affect the outcome? How can he be cer- 
tain that he has not overlooked some factor which his train- 
ing has not taught him to look for, of which his techniques 
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make it impossible for him to observe? How can he be sure 
that it was not such an unknown which was responsible for 
the appearance of the consequent, B?^® Of course, he will 
from time to time discover new factors which are relevant to 
his experiments: that is one way his science progresses. But 
should not that experience itself lead him to expect that there 
are more unknowns yet to be found? So long as there do re- 
main unknown factors, the inquirer who is seeking to learn 
how to control events is limited in what he observes by the 
perspective given him by his training and experience. In short, 
by his ignorance. 

Yet in a sense ignorance would be no great handicap if 
only the world would remain the same. That is, if the environ- 
ment of the student’s experiments and observations would re- 
main the same, then even if he did not know all the conditions 
which had a real part in producing a certain result, he could 
nevertheless be certain that the environment would provide 
them. In such a stable and unvarying environment, if he re- 
peated a certain operation, then surely the same result would 
follow as before. 

The presupposition is that the future will be like the past. 
That is, that the operations of the experimenter or planner will 
be the same as in the past and that they will be conducted 
in a similar environment. If this were the case, we could be 
persuaded that the experimenter or planner would find his 
expectations, founded on previous experience, borne out in 
the future. 

Sometimes this presupposition substantially corresponds to 
fact. To take an example from the social sciences: In the 
United States for a considerable period the “laws” of price 
formation developed by laisser-faire economists were sub- 
stantially verified by the actual operations of the economy 
Then as oligopoly rose and competition declined in many 
sectors of the economy, the facts departed farther and farther 
from these “laws.” As the epoch of laisser-faire drew to a 
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close, new hypotheses had to be developed to describe the pro- 
cess of price formation.^^ 

Presupposing that a certain social epoch will continue, we 
may conclude that the knowledge founded on experience dur- 
ing that epoch will tend to be borne out by experience. White- 
head holds that a similar but more general presupposition is 
needed to justify induction of any kind. He states this pre- 
supposition in his theory of cosmic epochs. “In every induc- 
tive judgment,” he writes, “there is . . . contained a presup- 
position of the maintenance of the general order of the im- 
mediate environment, so far as concerns actual entities within 
the scope of the induction. The inductive judgment has re- 
gard to the statistical probabilities inherent in this given order. 
The anticipations are devoid of meaning apart from the defi- 
nite cosmic order which they presuppose.”^® 

The difficulty is that the presupposition that a certain epoch, 
social or cosmic, will continue is simply a presupposition. Our 
knowledge is founded on observation and experiment during 
a certain epoch. Knowledge which describes connections 
within this epoch obviously cannot tell us when or how that 
epoch will come to an end and when those connections will 
no longer be exemplified in fact. We may push our study 
farther and examine how one epoch goes out of existence and 
another comes into existence, as we study history in order to 
elicit the “laws” of social evolution or culture change. But 
the same problem presents itself. These “laws” are themselves 
general characteristics of an epoch embracing that course of 
events within which these “laws” apply. Such “laws” cannot 
tell us when that epoch will end and the “laws” themselves 
cease to apply. Unlike Baron Munchausen we cannot pull 
ourselves out of this bog with our own hands. 

Probability Perspective springs from ignorance, that is, from 
the fact that our observations of situations in society and na- 
ture cannot be exhaustive. The evils of perspective, the fail- 
ures and frustrations of human purpose, spring from the 
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changeability of the world. In whatever subtle guise we 
mask it, the supposition that the future will be like the past 
is crude and incredible.^^ From moment to moment, each man 
faces a future which he cannot in any respect control with 
certainty. 

Perhaps this is the trouble: we are crying for the moon of 
certainty. Are we not, like Mill, trying to make of knowledge 
a set of laws which invariably correspond to fact? Must we 
not grant, as the critics of Mill insist, that empirical knowl- 
edge, whether gained through the rigorous inductive methods 
of science, or the looser methods of practical common sense, 
can never be certain, but only probable? Is this not the solu- 
tion to the problem of purpose which the sensible man will 
content himself with; namely, that we can never say that our 
attempts to control events will certainly succeed, but only 
that they probably will? 

Probability is one of the more confused notions of philos- 
ophy.^® One use of the term appears to be easy to understand 
and quite in accord with common sense usage. For instance, let 
us suppose that mortality statistics show that of all males in 
the United States who live to the age of thirty, one-fifth die 
before reaching the age of forty. Assuming this is the only 
relevant information we have, we may then say that the prob- 
ability that any particular thirty-year-old man will die before 
he reaches forty is one in five, or 20 per cent. Or, putting it 
another way, we may say that if the statement, “He will live 
until he is forty,” were applied to every man in the United 
States who became thirty today, this statement would prove 
to be true in four-fifths of all cases. We could not be certain 
that this statement would be true in any particular case, but 
we would believe that in the long run, that is, within ten 
years, the statistical law that four-fifths would live would 
be borne out. 

The example is highly simplified, but it illustrates one use 
of the term probability familiar in everyday planning and 
calculation. We find in experience that a certain property oc- 
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curs among the members of a class in a certain proportion. We 
predict that this property will characterize members of that 
class in the future, not certainly, but with greater or less prob- 
ability, according as that proportion is large or small. The 
statistical probability may be stated with mathematical preci- 
sion, or in vague terms such as “very likely,” “hardly probable,” 
“barely possible.” Should not a sensible man be content with 
knowledge of such probabilities? Such knowledge cannot tell 
him with certainty what will happen in any particular situa- 
tion. But may he not believe that “in the long run” the chances 
will mature and he will profit more than if he had relied on im- 
probabilities? 

The argument has an obvious difficulty which illustrates 
another sense of the term probability. Suppose that in our 
experience we have found that a certain property has been in- 
variably connected with the members of a certain class of en- 
tities. May we then infer that the probability of its being 
connected with such entities in the future is 100 per cent, in 
other words, certain? We may not, although common sense 
is strongly inclined to. Even if experience has shown the con- 
nection to be invariable, the prediction still has only probabil- 

Universal confirmation of a proposition in the past does 
not make the proposition certain ,in the future.^'^ Nor does a 
partial confirmation make it certain that the proposition will 
be confirmed in the future in the same proportion. Consider 
again the example of the statistical law of mortality of thirty- 
year-old males. Given the “law” that four-fifths of the thirty- 
year-old males will live to be forty, it follows that the prob- 
ability that any one will do so is 80 per cent. But we must 
note that this “law” itself is only probable. It is not certain 
that four-fifths of any class of thirty-year-old United States 
males will actually live to see forty. War, pestilence, a revolu- 
tion in preventive medicine, changes in the economy or cli- 
mate — to name only a few possibilities — could make the “law” 
utterly useless and out of conformity with the facts. This 
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“law” reflects the statistical probabilities inherent in a certain 
social epoch. Any serious change in the character of this 
epoch can make the “law” obsolete. 

But how can a man act without certainty of some kind? He 
chooses between alternative lines of conduct, guided by his 
knowledge of probabilities. But why should he follow this 
knowledge unless he is certain that “in the long run,” “in 
most cases,” “by and large,” the more probable events will 
occur? He makes this effort, he expends this energy, for the 
sake of results. He is ready to put up with failure from time to 
time; indeed, he expects it. But what is the point in making 
this effort of thought and action, unless he really knows, that 
is, is certain,^® that ultimately and in the balance his knowl- 
edge of probabilities will get him the results he aims at? If 
his knowledge of probabilities is merely the reflection of the 
past, if it tells him nothing about the future, then it would 
appear that he is wasting a good deal of energy and living 
in a world of illusion. 

A sense of the illusory quality of purpose and planning 
clings to the word “probable” along with the statistical sense. 
We say that even generalizations with loo per cent confirma- 
tion are still not certain, but only probable. One thing we are 
trying to express is our knowledge that unpredictable contin- 
gencies from time to time can, and do, upset the most familiar 
rules and expectations. Any man’s perspective on fact is de- 
rived from a limited area of experience. By communication 
with others he may widen his perspective and extend vicari- 
ously the area of his experience. But if he is to control the 
future, he must command the whole realm of possibility^. 

In this sense, probable means “it seems,” “in my opinion,” 
“apparently.” The word refers to a contrast between “seeming” 
and “being,” between “opinion” and “truth,” between “ap- 
pearance” and “reality.” This contrast is the source of some of 
the principal problems of metaphysics. The problem of pur- 
pose is: Why should a man or a group or a state try to use 
his or its knowledge to control the future, if there is no cer- 
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tainty that in the long run such an attempt will lead to more 
favorable results? This statement of the problem expands into 
larger problems. The problem of purpose cannot be solved 
solely in terms of logic and methodology."® It continually 
forces the mind to consider larger questions of the nature of 
the universe and of human destiny. 

It would be a relief to be able to disregard the problem of 
purpose. As seekers of knowledge, we should be relieved to be 
able to call it a “pseudo-problem” and with the positivists to 
confine our attention to observing correlations of fact with- 
out hazarding predictions about the future. As men of prac- 
tical activity, we should be glad to forget the future and with 
the cynics to live for the present alone. But can you disregard 
the problem? Can you avoid trying to look ahead and guiding 
your present conduct by what you think you see? Can you at 
the same time eradicate the overarching doubt that you live 
in a world of illusion which at any moment may be shattered 
by the irruption of a reality utterly foreign to your plans and 
expectations? 

It is a hellish predicament. As Burns said in his great poem 
on planning addressed to a mouse: 

Still thou art blest compar’d avi’ me! 

The present only toucheth thee: 

But, Och! I backward cast my e’e, 

On prospects drear! 

An’ forward, tho’ I canna see, 

I guess and fear. 



CHAPTER THREE 


John Dewey is a friend of planning and of human pur- 
pose. No one could have stronger sympathies with our efforts 
to control nature and to make the world a better place. In his 
works he analyzes the process of purposive action with pene- 
trating insight and a faithful regard for the facts. Yet this very 
effort to give full credit to the powers of intelligence leaves one 
feeling that his fundamental irrationalism is almost insuper- 
able. He shows how, in a senseless world, there is often sense 
and progress. But for Dewey, as for his master, James, that 
world remains in the end senseless and blind. 

The Skeptic's Argument What Dewey asserts^ can be ap- 
proached by contrasting it with what he denies. Like any 
sensible man he denies the arguments of the philosophical 
skeptic. It may not seem very important to find that he makes 
this denial. The views of the skeptic are so offensive to com- 
mon sense that it seems no one but a pedant could concern 
himself with them. 

Yet the arguments of the skeptic are important. They are 
important because of the counterarguments to which one 
must resort in order to refute them and establish common 
sense. For in order to rationalize and defend what is common 
and accepted, one must resort to asserting and showing many 
things which are not always themselves common and accepted. 
Dewey does this, it seems to me, as convincingly as it can be 
done. 

The skeptic’s argument in one of the more extreme ver- 
sions runs like this: The world is senseless because, in short, 
a man can never know anything beyond the present moment. 
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He has his present experience of the chair, or table, or what- 
ever the philosopher of skepticism happei^ to direct his de- 
structive gaze upon. But, it is argued, he has no assurance that 
the chair was there a moment ago, or that it will be there in 
the future. The fact that he remembers the chair having been 
there is insignificant, because memory itself is merely part of 
the present affections of the man’s mind. It is, therefore, some- 
thing separate and distinct from what it purports to remember. 

Likewise, the fact that the man’s normal expectations lead 
him to believe that the chair will remain before him is also 
insignificant. For this too is merely an image or feeling of the 
present moment and, hence, does not touch that future which 
it purports to represent. This present moment is apart and dif- 
ferent from the other moments of experience. That is what 
makes it itself and not something else. Anything in it which 
purports to be the same as past or future is mere illusion. 

In this version, the skeptical doctrine of atomism is applied 
to human experience. The doctrine can be generalized as an 
account of all things and processes. The skeptic might argue 
that all things are composed of separate, distinct, impenetrable 
particles. He might concede that, by accident or chance, these 
fundamental atoms affect or penetrate one another. Or he 
might maintain that they remain forever apart, holding their 
natures wholly within themselves. In either case, he denies 
that the fundamental parts of the world regularly enter into 
and remain within one another. 

Past and Present Dewey is ready to make the assertions 
which enable us to avoid these conclusions. He does not just 
assert them. He shows persuasively that they are founded in 
experience. He shows that the skeptic is wrong, first, because 
a man’s experience is not simply of the present moment sep- 
arate from past moments. On the contrary, this present ex- 
perience literally has the past within it. 

Consider, for instance, the business of looking for some 
object which you have dropped in your front yard. As you 
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walk around with your eyes on the ground, each act of look- 
ing leads to the next and remains active in the next act. That 
is fortunate, since if those previous acts did not remain on ac- 
tively in succeeding acts, these later acts would be without 
guidance, allowing you to search the same patch of ground 
again and again without realizing that you had already 
searched there. In experience, we find from time to time 
what Will James called “a compounding of consciousness.”® 

We may go beyond personal experience in the narrow 
sense, in order to illustrate the idea. What every practical 
man knows is that when he builds a house or makes a loaf 
of bread, the things he uses remain on in the house or loaf 
of bread. The brick and mortar and lumber and labor do 
not simply give rise to the house; they make it. The material, 
tools, and labor do not end abruptly and give way to the 
house, as a magical spell might create a castle. These means 
have becovte their consequence, as anyone can tell by looking 
at the house and seeing the clear traces of work, lumber, 
bricks, and so on, in the body of the present thing. 

“Paints and skill in manipulative arrangement,” writes 
Dewey, “are means of a picture as end, because the picture is 
their assemblage and organization . . . Flour, water, yeast are 
means of bread because they are ingredients of bread; while 
bread is a factor in life, not just to it. A good political con- 
stitution, honest police-system, and competent judiciary, are 
means of the prosperous life of the community because they 
are integrated portions of that life. Science is an instrumen- 
tality of and for art because it is the intelligent factor in art. 
The trite saying that a hand is not a hand except as an organ 
of the living body — except as a working coordinated part of a 
balanced system of activities — applies untritely to all things 
that are means. The connection of means-consequence is 
never one of bare succession in time, such that the element 
that is means is past and gone when the end is instituted. An 
active process is strung out temporarily, but there is a deposit 
at each stage and point entering cumulatively and constitu- 
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tively into the outcome. A genuine instrumentality for is al- 
ways an organ of an end. It confers continued efficacy upon 
the object in which it is embodied.”® 

Suppose we ask Dewey the familiar question stated by 
Hume: What is the necessity by which effect follows cause? 
How can we say that effect must follow cause? When we 
have two “atoms” of experience or nature succeeding one an- 
other in time, why may we sometimes say that the latter neces- 
sarily follows from the former? Does this alleged necessity 
amount to anything more than our habit of seeing one fol- 
low the other? 

To this a Dewey an could reply that the necessity of the 
relation lies in the fact that the effect is the cause in a new 
form. What we find is that several causes or means have 
come together to make a single, unified thing or process. The 
causes are still present in the effect, but by coming together 
they have created the effect. The effect includes them, yet is 
also something they were not — as gin and vermouth make 
a drink in which one can distinguish both ingredients and yet 
recognize the further distinctive flavor of a Martini.^ 

So to the skeptic the first part of the reply is that memory 
is the past, some or all of the past, remaining on actively in 
the present. The past did not at some moment stop and give 
way to the present. The past was the means of which the 
present is the consequence. Between past and present there is 
continuity. 

Future and Present The skeptic impugns not only memory, 
but also anticipation. Here also the Deweyan reply rests on the 
principle of means-consequence. Where the means-conse- 
quence relation holds, these affections of the present moment 
which purport to represent the future, literally are the future 
coming into existence. They are the tendency of the present 
means to become the future consequence. 

“The modern mind,” writes Dewey, “has formally abjured 
belief in natural teleology because it found Greek and med- 
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ieval teleology juvenile and superstitious. Yet facts have a 
way of compelling recognition of themselves. There is little 
scientific writing which does not introduce at some point or 
other the idea of tendency. The idea of tendency unites in 
itself exclusion of prior design and inclusion of movement in a 
particular direction, a direction that may be either furthered 
or counteracted and frustrated, but which is intrinsic. Direc- 
tion involves a limiting position, a point or goal of culminat- 
ing stoppage, as well as an initial starting point. To assert a 
tendency and to be fore-conscious of a possible terminus of 
movement are two names of the same facts.”® 

Like Mannheim, Dewey would insist that the facts are 
never merely “given.” There is given fact, that side of experi- 
ence which is peculiarly its present; and there is another side 
of experience, the tendency of given fact to become something 
different. In ordinary thought and behavior, men do not treat 
these tendencies as something “mentalistic,” existing as mere 
affections of the present moment of experience. They are a 
real part of the present facts and we overlook any part of 
them at our peril. 

No newspaper man, for instance, can write a dispatch about 
a certain political situation without some regard for the ten- 
dencies of that situation. He may find these tendencies obscure 
and hard to grasp. But neither he nor his reader doubts that 
they are really there; and both are concerned to seize upon 
them so far as possible. In these political tendencies, they dis- 
cern the men of tomorrow, the policy of next week or next 
year, growing out of the facts of the present situation. 

In all our daily activities we are continually concerned, not 
only with the given facts, but also with the tendencies of 
these facts. It is part of the genius of Dewey that he takes 
words like “tendency,” or “means” and “consequence,” which 
sum up so much common experience, and shows how such 
words illuminate the fundamental problems of philosophy. 

The problem which they illuminate here is the relation be- 
tween the present and future moments of experience. In the 
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means-consequence relation, the means tend to become the 
consequence. This tendency, working in a man’s experience, 
is his knowledge of what the means will become. His knowl- 
edge is not only an affection of the present moment. It is not 
only a sensory symbol which he manipulates in reflection. It 
is also the power and tendency of the present to lead to a 
certain future. Knowledge is power; it makes the future. The 
truth works; it links the “atoms” of the continuum of ex- 
perience. 

The word “knowledge” may have the wrong emphasis. It 
may connote a static observer, or static object of contempla- 
tion. In explaining Dewey’s view, the emphasis should be on 
the fact that knowledge is “interested.” It is active; it is the 
becoming of something. It is purpose and plan. Knowledge 
cannot be detached. For then it would no longer be tendency; 
it would no longer be the becoming of something. It would 
be that mere affection of the present moment which the 
skeptic claims is all we have of the future. In the means-con- 
sequence relation, a prediction or expectation is also a plan 
and purpose which leads to, and creates, the future out of the 
present. Our present expectations and purposes make sense 
because they are the future coming into existence. 

The Technics of Problem-solving The idea of the means- 
consequence relation underlies Dewey’s analysis of purposive 
action. But purposive action, though continuous, is not a 
smooth and effortless flow of thinking and doing. It is punc- 
tuated with problems and strained by tension between organ- 
ism and environment, mind and nature. Man is involved in 
the constant flux of things which he must at once conform 
to and conquer. Yet this flux is the occasion for growth and 
creativity. Knowledge, growing and developing in the con- 
tinuum of inquiry, enables man to change himself and the 
world. This philosophy of flux is also a philosophy of crea- 
tive intelligence. 

When a man finds his purposes balked by the facts, a prob- 
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lematic situation arises in his experience. This situation does 
not present him with a clear definition of a problem. This 
situation is confused, indeterminate. Not only the man, but 
also the facts are confused, for a problem, like a solution, is 
an interaction of experience and nature. The indeterminacy of 
the problematic situation lies in the fact that the means 
through which the problem-solver expected to achieve a de- 
sired consequence will not work. The tentative operations 
through which he attempts to solve the problem do not fit to- 
gether in a unified process. 

When involved in a problem, the individual tries to find a 
solution by reflecting on similar situations in which he has 
been involved in the past, or of which he has learned through 
others; as, for instance, a lawyer, when presented with a new 
case, may run through his knowledge and records of prece- 
dents in order to find an analogue to the given case. Take the 
simpler instance of the individual relying on his own previous 
experience: In the process of reflection, he searches his mem- 
ory in an attempt to find an analogue as close as possible to the 
given problematic situation. He recalls that in the past, when 
certain traits, a, b, c, were present in a situation, they led to 
further traits, d, e, f. Reflecting on this past experience, he 
identifies the traits, a, b, c, in the present situation and so in- 
fers that d, e, f will follow. In this way he begins to identify 
the facts, i.e., discover those operations which will solve the 
problem. 

We may not think of this process of reflection as being 
carried on without contact with the facts. What the prob- 
lem-solver has already noted about the facts will guide him 
in his search for an analogy. And what he may find by way of 
analogy will guide him m looking for further traits in the 
facts. There is continual interaction between tentative hy- 
potheses and the facts, an interaction which affects both hy- 
potheses and facts. The facts are never described as merely 
given. Their description always carries some view concerning 
what they will lead to. For these descriptions are not made 
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for their own sake, but as a means of finding a solution to 
the problem. And when they identify certain traits in the 
situation, it is because these traits suggest further traits which 
may constitute a solution. 

This interaction of hypothesis and fact is familiar in govern- 
ment planning. One of the virtues of the independent commis- 
sion is that, acting under a general grant of power from Con- 
gress, it can by alternately testing and revising its plans de- 
velop a more detailed and concrete policy than Congress could 
have originally devised. As the commission tests its plans in 
action, it becomes far more aware of the real extent and 
character of the problem than it was when it was originally 
established. At the same time, it approaches closer to a solu- 
tion. In governmental, as in individual, problem-solving, it is 
always tempting to try to proceed by first stating precisely 
and fully what the problem is, and then going on to find a 
solution. But it is not easy to separate the two stages of in- 
quiry. For the statement of a problem itself inevitably sug- 
gests solutions and these in turn call attention to facts which 
previously may have been neglected. “Fact-finding” will also 
be, explicitly or implicitly, “policy-making.” 

We must also note, as Dewey’s theory of continuity would 
indicate, that any hypothesis which the problem-solver pro- 
poses will not be merely a prediction. It will involve some 
action on his own part. This action may be no more than a 
verification of the prediction. Yet such verification involves 
operations by the verifier. Mere observation is impossible. To 
verify a prediction, the inquirer must at least take up a cer- 
tain position, observe through certain processes and means, 
concentrate his attention in a certain way.® When objects or 
events of nature enter experience, they enter into a context 
of operations. 

Rational Self-realization In the process of reflection and in- 
quiry, a hypothesis is developed. That is, the first tentative 
hypothesis, which only partially fitted the facts, is not re- 
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jected, but is modified by more inclusive hypotheses until at 
last one is reached which solves the problem. This final in- 
clusive hypothesis is a judgment. Like the hypotheses from 
which it developed, it is a plan involving action. Hence, it is 
not only the plan which solves the problem; it is also the pro- 
cess of solution. The judgment is the whole inclusive process 
of inquiry and solution, as well as the inclusive plan. In it 
those operations which initially were in conflict have been in- 
tegrated with other operations to create a unified set of opera- 
tions. 

On the one hand, a judgment is based on analogy and so 
is a repetition of past experience. On the other hand, it has 
sprung, not only from past experience, but also from new 
experience, and so is different from any past experience. No 
analogy is ever perfectly exact, neither in science nor in law. 
It will always integrate some novel traits with the old in a 
unity which is genuinely creative. 

Indeed, to say that the situation was a problem is a way of 
saying that there was an element of novelty in it which the 
existing knowledge of the problem -solver did not cover. For 
even if it was some small problem of daily work which he 
solved in a moment with some routine operation, still the fact 
that he was not expecting to perform that familiar operation at 
that particular time and place, in that particular context, in- 
dicates that there was something new and unprecedented in 
the situation. The future is never precisely like the past. 

If the process of inquiry were not creative, the solving of 
problems would add nothing to our knowledge. We should 
be merely applying identical rules to identical situations and 
after the solution of problems would be left with the same 
body of knowledge as before. In each stage of inquiry anal- 
ogies and generalizations which have been used to solve 
problems are themselves added to and developed. In this man- 
ner, knowledge, like the common law, grows. 

We cannot, therefore, regard our generalizations as “laws,” 
but must regard them as “working hypotheses” which are 
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continually being added to and reinterpreted by further in- 
quiry. Yet within the continuum of intelligent inquiry, pre- 
diction is possible. For the solution of new problems does not 
disprove the old rules, but rather develops them. The old 
rules remain valid. What they lead us to predict will continue 
to occur. But process is creative and the future will always 
hold more than the old rules could foretell. Indeed, human 
purpose as an integral part of natural process will have a hand 
in the ceaseless work of creating the future. It will not merely 
reflect the past, but will help make the future. 

In the light of this account, the prospects of human pur- 
pose are bright. Of course, purpose must continually strug- 
gle; its life-course is a succession of problems. One confusion 
is clarified only to be succeeded by further confusion. The 
stable is continually menaced by the precarious. The struggle 
is hard and forces us constantly to revise our beliefs and 
habits, but it is not in vain. In its course, knowledge, purpose, 
and power grow; the old is modified, but maintained in the 
new. We truly have stability in change. 

The change, it must be emphasized, is not merely in means, 
but also in ends. Inquiry begins when familiar “ends-in-view” 
are balked by a problem. In the process of inquiry new means 
are creatively developed; at the same time, the old “ends-ift- 
view” are modified. This follows from the fact that an end or 
consequence is its means as a unified whole. So in the con- 
tinuum of inquiry, purposes grow and the personality crea- 
tively develops. In this sense, we may think of the process of 
inquiry as a process of rational self-realization. It is funda- 
mental to Dewey’s thought that the principles of intelligent 
scientific procedure are essentially the same as those of in- 
telligent living.'^ 

Relativity of Truth Like Mannheim, Dewey would hold 
that truth is relative in the sense that the “facts” are not merely 
“given,” but are affected by knowledge and purpose. In the 
interaction of hypothesis and fact, of experience and nature, 
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both members of the relation are affected. Hypotheses, anal- 
ogies, rules drawn from past experience, enable the problem- 
solver to identify certain facts in the situation. Perception 
without such aids is blind. These hypotheses, as a body of 
knowledge which a man brings to problem-solving, consti- 
tute his perspective or, to use a familiar phrase, his “apper- 
cipient mass.” And as we have noted, this body of knowledge 
is never mere knowledge, but is also purpose and plan which 
involve a practical doing on his part. So far our account has 
not done much more than arrive at Mannheim’s doctrine of 
perspective from a different course of analysis. 

However, we have noted that the interaction of hypothesis 
and fact affects both members. An inquiring mind, comes to a 
problem with certain purposes, but in its contact with fact 
those purposes are modified and enriched. New traits in a 
situation may be perceived and that perception will modify 
the purposes which were brought to the situation. Thus 
creative solutions arise. In the continuum of inquiry, the in- 
quirer’s perspective is continually developed. The purposes 
and interests which he brings to inquiry guide him in his con- 
tacts with the facts. But what he learn about the facts in 
turn guides the development of his interests and purposes. If 
he is to learn, he must start from what he already knows. 
In that sense his approach to the facts is limited and biased 
and he is “blind” to many aspects of the facts. But we must 
not forget that he can learn and that in the course of learn- 
ing his initial purposes may be greatly enlarged and deepened. 

Perhaps the emphasis on practical doing has obscured this 
important point. In spite of Dewey’s warning, we incline to 
think of purpose as somehow confined to a mind which ex- 
cludes external nature, and we conclude that since purpose 
guides us in our selection of facts, we cannot learn, nor have 
our purposes altered by the facts. Yet, as Dewey continually 
emphasizes, purpose, mind, experience, are an interaction with 
external nature. The object is still what “objects.” Facts force 
themselves on our attention, whether or not we have seen 
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anything exactly like them before. So there is this side of the 
relation which we may think of as mere knowing, mere recep- 
tion of fact, although we may not separate it from the whole 
process of interaction. Each side is important. Purposing alfects 
knowing and knowing affects purposing. 

One word to apply this conclusion to a notion common in 
the social sciences. Often the term “social myth” is used in the 
sense in which we have used the term “perspective.” A social 
myth is held to be a certain way of looking at the facts and 
acting on them which is common to a group of people. No 
doubt there are such myths. What should be pointed out 
is that a myth may not be thought of as a fixed set of principles 
which cannot be seriously modified and which dictates to 
a people a line of conduct and thought from which they can- 
not escape. If we are to follow Dewey’s account, we must hold 
that, like the working hypotheses of science, a social myth 
is continually in a process of development and enrichment. 
Social myths are a deposit of past experience, of a people’s 
history, and are as much in flux as the appercipient mass of 
an individual man. 

Postulate of Continuity There is another sense in which we 
may speak of the relativity of truth. We have considered the 
relativity of truth to purpose, i.e., the fact that what a man is 
looking for will have a part in determining what he finds. But 
Dewey’s account introduces another sense of the word. For, 
according to his account, any particular truth or hypothesis 
will hold only in a certain context of experience. As knowl- 
edge grows, the inquirer will discover that this truth does not 
hold precisely as it did before and will be obliged to qualify 
and modify it, though not to reject it utterly. 

We should not find it hard to grant part of this view of 
the relativity of truth. Certainly, it is a fact that our truth, the 
rules and hypotheses of which our knowledge consists, does 
hot hold forever and without exception. As the world moves, 
we must continually change the truths on which we operate. 
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But can we believe that in this course of changing truth the old 
is always maintained in the new? Do we never reject utterly 
a truth which we have at one time accepted and acted upon 
successfully? Can we accept this bright picture of a continu- 
ously evolving truth in a process which at bottom is all gain 
and no loss? 

These questions confront us with an assumption which 
throughout this discussion of Dewey’s views has tried to 
force itself on our attention. It is the assumption of continuity. 
“The idea of continuity,” writes Dewey, “is not self-explana- 
tory. But its meaning excludes complete rupture on one side 
and mere repetition of identities on the other; it precludes 
reduction of the ‘higher’ to the ‘lower’ just as it precludes 
complete breaks and gaps. The growth and development of 
any living organism from seed to maturity illustrates the mean- 
ing of continuity.”® To assume continuity, then, is to assume 
that there will not be complete breaks with the past, but that 
there will be growth and development. It is to assume that 
the means will interact to form the consequence; that the 
past will be maintained in the future; in short, that in prob- 
lem-solving the problem will be solved. 

No doubt, one must make such as assumption if he is to 
examine the elements of the means-consequence relation and 
the continuum of inquiry. But we cannot proceed without 
questioning this assumption, if we wish honestly to inquire 
into the status of human purpose. Indeed, the problem of 
purpose arises precisely because the assumption of continuity 
does not fit the facts. The fact is that sometimes the means 
do not become a consequence; sometimes the old is not main- 
tained in the new; sometimes our problems are not solved. Dis- 
continuity is a vivid experience to everyone. Histories, indi- 
vidual, national, international, do not move according to this 
formula of continuously evolving knowledge and purpose. On 
many sides, there is death, destruction, loss, pain, frustration. 

No one could be more aware of this side of the facts than 
Dewey. He is not only an acute analyst of continuity; he is 
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also a profound philosopher of pluralism. In the first role, he 
has stated ideas which have been used fruitfully in many 
kinds of inquiry, in psychology, sociology, and education. 
In his second role, where he proposes an answer to what is 
perhaps the greatest question of philisophy, he is no less noted. 

“Man,” he writes in an eloquent passage, “finds himself 
living in an aleatory world; his existence involves, to put it 
baldly, a gamble. The world is a scene of risk; it is uncertain, 
unstable, uncannily unstable. Its dangers are irregular, in- 
constant, not to be counted upon as to their times and 
seasons . . . 

“Everything that man achieves is got by actions that may 
involve him in other and obnoxious consequences in addition 
to those wanted and enjoyed . . . While unknown conse- 
quences flowing from the past dog the present, the future is 
even more unknown and perilous; the present by that fact is 
ominous . . . Goods are by grace, not of ourselves . . . 

“Our magical safeguard against the uncertain character of 
the world is to deny the existence of chance, to mumble 
universal and necessary law, the ubiquity of cause and effect, 
the uniformity of nature, universal progress, and the inherent 
rationality of the universe. These magic formulae borrow their 
potency from conditions that are not magical. Through 
science we have secured a degree of power of prediction and 
control . . . But when all is said and done, the fundamentally 
hazardous character of the world is not seriously modified, 
much less eliminated.”® 

The postulate of continuity is a convenient assumption. But 
it remains an assumption in the face of “the miscellaneous and 
uncoordinated plurals of our actual world.” Indeed, if 
continuity always prevailed, would not experience turn out to 
be something like that Infinite Self-representative Series which 
Royce held was the formula of the Absolute? 

“Rationality,” writes Dewey, “as an abstract conception is 
precisely the generalized idea of the means-consequence re- 
lation as such.”^® If the means-consequence relation always 
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held, the world of experience and nature would be rational. 
That is the trouble; it often does not hold. The world is 
irrational. It is a multiverse, not a universe. 

Purpose in a Pluralistic World The past is not always in the 
present. Memory itself bears witness to this fact. How much 
a man does and learns. How little he remembers. He grows; 
at least, he changes. Youthful habits and thoughts are pushed 
out of his behavior. He remembers something of them, but 
what he remembers hardly does more than remind him of how 
much he has lost. 

The future is not always in the present. The tendencies 
of fact which we seize on in our purposes are often frustrated. 
It is not that they are merely deferred for the moment, or 
rearranged in a larger whole of process. They remain, pressing 
for existence, but without hope of success. They are the 
hopes deferred, the ''felt necessities'’ meeting no response, 
which every man and every society suffers from. 

But then have we really escaped from the skeptic? These 
memories of yours — you call them the past, but you admit 
that you do not have the whole past in your grasp in order 
to compare them with it in order to see what they really are. 
And these purposes of yours — if you grant that they may or 
may not become the future, then how can you call them 
existential and say they really are the future coming into 
existence? Must you not agree with the skeptic that memory 
and anticipation, truth about the past and the future, are 
merely affections of the present moment, not really the past 
and future, but strange distortions and illusions in man’s 
silly head? 

In a pluralistic world, planning and purpose can hardly 
make sense. Suppose we grant that there are periods of con- 
tinuity in history; that there are times when for “a while” 
a certain type of society persists and develops, as in the middle 
period of English feudalism or the early period of American 
individualism. In such periods there can be planning by in- 
dividuals and groups, since the supposition is that conse- 
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quences do not fundamentally disappoint expectations. But 
sooner or later there will be a break in history; as individual 
men lose the habits of their youth, so may societies part utterly 
from institutions of their past. 

Some discontinuities men can anticipate; some problems 
they can solve. But the pluralism of the world promises that 
sooner or later destruction will come upon us. Our truth is 
not certain, but contingent, and our only certainty is that it 
will sometime fail us, we cannot know when. We draw our 
next breath, Deo volente, except that as irrationalists we do 
not believe in God, but in blind chance. 

The test of truth is that it works. And when the truth 
does work it is a mighty weapon. With this instrument man, 
working with nature, can plan the world and make his history. 
But truth which works or does not work, according to chance 
— in what sense is it truth at any time? For when it does 
happen to work, how can we say that it is truth which is 
doing the work? If this instrument may at any moment fail 
inexplicably, can we believe that it ever has a really important 
hand in the outcome of events? This trust of ours in human 
truth — does it spring from an honest view of the facts, or 
from that ancient enemy, pride? 




PART TWO 




CHAPTER FOUR 



Mannheim and Dewey are trying not to attack, but to 
defend, intelligence and purpose. This makes more striking the 
failure of their views to provide that defense. Human purpose 
is a glorious thing, building cultures, unlocking the secrets of 
nature — so long as its luck holds. But its luck holds only for 
“a while.” The day of the Lord comes like a thief in the night. 
If fear of the Lord, an awareness of human frailty, is the be- 
ginning of wisdom, then the irrationalists and skeptics must be 
allowed to have set foot on the path of learning. Surely they 
are far ahead of the naive dogmatists who claim that we can 
plan our future and reduce the world to obedience to our 
desires. 

Appetite makes Right But may this not be precisely the root 
of our failure to make sense of human purpose: the fact that 
so far we have approached the problem only from the angle 
of our “desires”? Purpose does not make sense as a means of 
gratifying our desires. But may it not be defended as a means 
of fulfilling the moral law? 

So far our inquiry has been very much concerned with 
consequences. But in ethical thought there is an intimation, 
which is echoed by our moral feelings, that moral decision 
should eschew too much concern with consequences. In the 
course of the debates in the council of Cromwell’s Army at 
a critical time in the Puritan Revolution, a Mr. Wildman aptly 
expressed this sentiment. As the argument over the question of 
who was to have the vote waxed hotter and more obscure, he 
broke in. “Unless I be very much mistaken,” he said, “we 
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are very much deviated from the first question. Instead of 
following the first proposition to inquire what is just, I con- 
ceive we look to prophecies, and look to what may be the 
event, and judge of the justness of a thing by the consequence. 
I desire we may recall ourselves to the question whether it 
be right or no.”^ 

“Whether it be right or no”: this has a rather old-fashioned 
sound, but it may be a more illuminating approach to the 
problem of purpose than instrumentalism. The approach has 
various familiar forms. One is the view that the purposes of 
the individual should be informed by the dictates of con- 
science. Another is the notion that the plans of government 
should express a “natural law” which embodies the funda- 
mental principles of right and wrong. Governments and men 
should follow these laws and imperatives regardless of con- 
sequences. Each must do what is right, let the chips fall where 
they may. Fiat justitia, mat coelum. 

There is, it appears, no way of making the world serve 
your will. But there is something which your will itself can 
and should serve. The instrumentalist asks, “What is useful 
for me?” and finds no answer that is not treacherous and un- 
reliable. The moral man asks, “What am I useful for?” He 
claims that he finds a law to serve and a duty to perform. 

On the one hand is the view that appetite makes right. 
Word’s like “good,” “virtuous,” “just,” it is held, are simply 
words to denote what someone wants, while words like “bad,” 
“vicious,” “unjust” denote what someone does not want. 
Values are determined by a man’s interests, positive or nega- 
tive. On the other hand is the view that there is a moral law 
to which man ought to conform his will. He apprehends this 
law by means of the “moral faculty” or conscience; with 
greater or less clarity it tells him" what he ought to do. 

This is an old conflict: appetite versus morality; utility 
versus right. When Protagoras argued that man is the measure 
of all things, one point he was making was that there is no 
objective standard of right and wrong to which a man’s 
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acts ought to conform. Thomas Hobbes expressed the idea 
in these words: “Good and Evill, are names that signifie our 
Appetites, and Aversions; which in different tempers, cus- 
tomes, and doctrines of men, are different.”^ More ambiguous 
formulae were devised by the English utilitarians. “Pleasure 
and freedom from pain,” wrote John Stuart Mill, for instance, 
“are the only things desirable as ends.”® Fundamentally the 
idea is the same as that expressed more precisely by modern 
academic philosophers, such as Ralph Barton Perry. “Value,” 
writes Perry, is “the peculiar relation between any interest and 
its object, or this special character of an object which consists 
in the fact that interest is taken in it.”'* 

In all these writers, the suggestion that there is a Higher 
Law is repudiated. And at least in this respect John Dewey 
is at one with them. He shows how the impulses and desires 
of our nature are transformed by intelligence. But he does 
not find that there is a standard or law to which those im- 
pulses ought to be made to conform. 

This view that appetite makes right, however formulated, 
is both repulsive and dangerous. It is repulsive because it 
flouts strong human feelings. Possibly people act this way; 
surely most of them do not think this way. Take the ordinary 
man of practical affairs who has not been exposed to too much 
education, the farmer, manual worker, or banker. Try to 
argue seriously with him that the difference between right 
and wrong is merely the difference between liking and dis- 
liking. The chances are that you will be put down as either 
communistic or crazy. 

All these amoral, utilitarian, pragmatic theories of ethics 
smell of the lamp. They claim to be naturalistic, but natural 
men repudiate them. They insist that their principles are 
founded on human nature, but human nature refuses to accept 
them. Only sophisticates, theoreticians, men under the power 
of some self-conscious doctrine, agree that appetite makes 
right. 

Besides, are these theories not dangerous? If appetite alone 
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makes right, then our cause and our war have no more justifi- 
cation than that of our enemy. The enemy want to make us 
work for them; we want to work for ourselves. It is merely 
a question of two wants, two natural forces, in conflict, as 
when animals fight for food and sex, or stars in their senseless 
rounds collide. Fight for your country; be loyal to your flag; 
sacrifice for your family, friends, and society — if you feel 
like it. Respect the rights of other men; give them their due; 
help them when they are in trouble — if you want to. Are 
these not dangerous thoughts? 

They are at least common thoughts among students of 
politics today. Modern government, it is often said, is not an 
organ for maintaining rights and duties which belong to men 
because of a Higher Law. It is rather an agency for giving 
them what they may happen to desire. That is, if groups 
and individuals want to use the government as a means to get 
what they want, there is no Higher Law, no natural right, 
to prevent them. If people want more wages or more profits; 
more pensions or more wars or more education, the govern- 
ment is there to be used by them. A raid on the Treasury is 
not something to be condemned as selfish and immoral; self- 
ishness is merely the word prigs use to indicate the interests 
of others. Confiscation; exploitation; these words lose their 
moralistic connotation and become words denoting merely 
certain practices which in the long run it may be against the 
self-interest of a group or a man to indulge in. We are all 
after certain consumer’s goods and services; the only law 
between us is the law set by our own appetites. Such a state 
might be called the Consumptive State. 

This theory of ethics and politics is repulsive and danger- 
ous. The problem is whether we can find a theory of moral 
law which avoids its defects and satisfies the facts. To search 
for such a theory will be the object of our inquiry in this 
Part. A good deal of progress can be made. In what will be 
called the ethics of civilization, we shall find a theory which 
overcomes many of the common objections to theories of 
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ethics. But we shall also find this theory infected with grave 
defects and shall be forced to conclude that ethics, while it 
illuminates considerably the problem of purpose, will not 
solve it, alone and unaided. 

Conscience and Moral Codes The trouble with most at- 
tempts to state the moral law is that the codes they produce 
are either too concrete or too abstract. In this chapter we 
shall see how codes can be too concrete. Call to mind, for 
instance, some code of conduct which has been taught to 
young men of a certain class in a certain society. Think of the 
ideas expressed by fathers in their letters to their sons, or the 
ordeal of growing up as described by novelists. You im- 
mediately see that such a code may be acceptable in some 
societies, but entirely unsatisfactory in many other societies. 
The rules and ideas of such a code define fairly concretely 
what a man ought to know and do, and how he ought to be- 
have toward others. The more concrete the code, the more 
of a man’s conduct it can decide for him; the more of his 
conduct, that is, which is brought under the rules of what he 
ought to do. 

But it also follows that the more concrete the code, the less 
applicable it is likely to be in other circumstances. The code 
of the Southern gentleman in the ante-bellum South may 
have been satisfactory in that society. It required a certain 
kind of conduct toward Negroes, women, strangers of one’s 
class, and toward one’s elders and superiors, a code of conduct 
which has often been celebrated in song and story.® However, 
in a society where well-bred women work with their hands 
and heads, it is no longer necessary or moral to treat them as 
if they were in crinoline. Where Negroes work for wages aijd 
own what they earn, it is no longer moral to treat them as if 
they were your property. The old code had much to recom- 
mend it. But we should hardly say that the man who tried 
to live strictly by it today would be doing what he ought 
to do. 
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The problem is that if a man gets a code which enables him 
substantially to guide his life, he finds that this code is rela- 
tive to the time and society in which he lives. Thrift, which 
is a primary virtue in Vermont or Scotland, is the mark of a 
prig in the Old South. Occasional fist-fighting, which is more 
or less obligatory for a man in Frontier America, is cause for 
ostracism in the settled societies of the East or England. It 
appears then that these injunctions to save our pennies, or to 
take no back talk, which have been impressed on our char- 
acters by example and precept, are not eternal laws of right 
and wrong, of honor and dishonor, but the conventions of a 
little time and place. We feel strongly that there is a Higher 
Law. But like Antigone we elevate to this status the rules 
of a local and passing mythology. 

When this relativity of moral codes is first pointed out 
to a man (usually along in his freshman year in college), his 
belief in conscience and the Higher Law will probably be 
severely shaken. He finds that other people of another age 
and place have had a different set of rules as their moral code, 
a set of rules which is not only different, but perhaps even in- 
compatible with his own. He refuses to think that the con- 
science of these other people was somehow corrupt, while 
his own is clear. He concludes, therefore, that conscience it- 
self (if there is such a thing) is unreliable as the voice of the 
moral law. 

The argument can be put in other ways. If conscience is 
something present in all, or most, men, then we should find 
some considerable agreement in moral codes. But in fact the 
more we know about history and anthropology, the more dif- 
ferences we find in men’s ideas of right and wrong. 

This fact has impressed students in other ages, as well as our 
own. In the sixteenth century, Montaigne concluded from his 
haphazard, but penetrating, study of man and society that 
where men disagree so deeply over the content of the moral 
law, there can hardly be such a law. “The laws of conscience 
which we say are born of Nature,” he wrote, “are born of 
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custom: as every man holds in inward veneration the opinions 
and manners received and approved around him, he is unable 
to let go his hold on them without remorse, or to cling to them 
without approval.” And what was true of morals in general, 
was true of political ideals in particular. “The nations,” he 
continued, “that have been bred up in liberty and self-rule 
look upon every other sort of government as abnormal and 
contrary to nature; those that are accustomed to a monarchy 
do the like.”« 

It is hardly necessary to point out how often modern stu- 
dents of anthropology and sociology have made similar com- 
parisons and have come to the same conclusion. One of the 
most impressive statements of this case is William Graham 
Sumner’s Folkways, first published in 1906. This work may 
not take one very far toward a true “science des moeurs,” 
but it is an extraordinary collection of data, tending to show 
that “the mores can make anything right and prevent con- 
demnation of anything.” “The morality of a group at a time,” 
wrote Sumner, “is the sum of the taboos and prescriptions 
in the folkways by which right conduct is defined. Therefore 
morals can never be intuitive. They are historical, institu- 
tional and empirical.”’ After reading Sumner’s account of 
mores which put the stamp of approval on slavery, abortion, 
infanticide, the killing of the old, cannibalism, incest, blood 
revenge, cruel and obscene punishments, public lupanars, 
sacral harlotry, child sacrifice, and other self-evidently wicked 
practices, the young man can hardly avoid nodding assent. 

A more recent and more sophisticated application of this 
notion is Ruth Benedict’s Patterns of Culture. Here an eminent 
anthropologist describes the weirdly divergent patterns of be- 
havior of several cultures. There are the Indians of Zuni 
whose principal interest lay in preparing for and performing 
ceremonial dances and who held personal power, violence, 
and leadership in contempt and fear. A less unfamiliar set of 
ideals is that of the Kwakiutl of the northwest coast of Amer- 
ica, whose life centered around great potlatches where rival 
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chiefs put one another to shame by destroying larger and 
larger quantities of their own goods. Among the natives of 
Dobu, an island off the coast of New Guinea, treachery and 
ill will are virtues, and theft and adultery are the objects of 
the valued charms of the valued men of the community. 

Like Montaigne and Sumner, Miss Benedict takes as one 
of her principal themes the power of custom over the char- 
acter of the individual and the great differences between cul- 
tures. There are a vast number of ways that men can act and 
different cultures have “chosen” different ways. “The cultural 
pattern of any civilization,” she writes, “makes use of a cer- 
tain segment of the great arc of potential human purposes 
and motivations, just as we have seen . . . that any culture 
makes use of certain selected material techniques or cultural 
traits. The great arc along which all the possible hurnan be- 
haviors are distributed is far too immense and too full of 
contradictions for any one culture to utilize even any con- 
siderable portion of it.”® 

The great arc of human possibility: a fascinating figure of 
speech, and behind it lies a metaphysical idea. 

Natural Law When moral codes are compared, one effect 
is likely to be a shaking of a man’s trust in the sanction of 
the Higher Law, his trust in conscience. This moral faculty, 
this sense which, without explaining why, tells him categor- 
ically that he ought to behave in a certain way — why should 
he take it seriously? This still, small voice merely echoes the 
accents of some hidden master, of habit, custom, education, 
sniggering public opinion. 

Another effect is to suggest that any moral code, which 
is concrete enough to enable a man to guide his life, must be 
relative to a certain society. For one thing, the specific acts 
required by this act involve a certain kind of environment, 
social and natural. When this environment changes, the old 
acts lose their character and no longer make sense. The only 
things Don Quixote could tilt at were windmills and sheep. 
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Moreover, the morality of the acts themselves is altered when 
the environment changes. In the new society, the old morality 
sometimes becomes positively immoral. 

The history of the doctrine of natural law can be used to 
illustrate this conclusion. How precisely to use the term and 
what connection to give it with ethics are matters which we 
need not decide now. Here it is enough to grant that the terms 
“natural law” and “law of nature” have often been taken to 
indicate a set of rules which government ought to follow, 
ultimately because of some moral sanction.® 

During the closing years of the nineteenth century, the 
United Stares Supreme Court began to elaborate what may be 
called a system of natural law. This term was not commonly 
used, but the meaning was the same when the court declared 
that there were certain fairly specific practices which were 
protected by the Constitution and sanctioned morally by a 
Higher Law.^® The Constitution did not define in terms 
what these practices were. Rather the Court deduced that 
they were protected from the general phrases of the Con- 
stitution, especially the prohibitions which state that no 
person shall be deprived of “life, liberty or property, with- 
out due process of law.” Precisely what is meant by these 
words is not clear at first glance, and the court undertook 
the task of stating in particular what rights were intended. 

An instance of the way the court applied itself to this 
task is provided by the concurring opinion of Mr. Justice 
Bradley in the second Slaughterhouse case of 1884. “The 
right to follow any of the common occupations of life,” he 
wrote there, “is an inalienable right; it was formulated as 
such under the phrase ‘pursuit of happiness’ in the Declara- 
tion of Independence which commenced with the funda- 
mental proposition that ‘all men are created equal, that they 
are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights; 
that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.’ 
This right is a large ingredient in the civil liberty of the 
citizen. To deny it to all but a few favored individuals by 
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investing the latter with a monopoly, is to invade one of the 
fundamental privileges of the citizen, contrary not only to 
common right, but, as I think, to the express words of the 
Constitution.”^^ 

The “express words” to which the justice referred were 
the vague phrases of the first section of the Fourteenth 
Amendment, among them the due process clause with its pro- 
tection of “liberty.” But it is not hard to see how he finds a 
specific rule in these vague phrases. He takes the word “lib- 
erty” in the due process clause and holds that it includes 
“the right to follow any of the common occupations of life,” 
i.e., the customary ways of making a living in America in the 
latter part of the nineteenth century. It follows that the at- 
tempt of a legislature to modify these customs must infringe 
upon constitutional liberty and also “common right,” or mor- 
ality. 

Under various headings, the court in later years proceeded 
to declare what practices were protected by the due process 
clause. When it was a question of rate regulation, the court 
held that the notion of “reasonableness” governed its particular 
decisions. Where the state legislature sought to regulate 
prices, the court tried to confine regulation to certain busi- 
nesses which it found were “affected with a public interest.” 
Laws touching wages and hours were held invalid when they 
infringed “liberty of contract.” These terms in themselves 
were as ambiguous as the phrases of the due process clause. 
As has often been pointed out, the content which the court 
gave them reflected in general the business customs of Amer- 
ican society in the last quarter of the nineteenth century.^^ 

This system of natural law as developed by the courts was 
hardly free of inconsistencies. But the criticism which should 
be emphasized here is not that it lacked concreteness, but 
that it was so concrete as to be satisfactory only in the setting 
of American society between the Civil War and World War 
I. The perfectionist will no doubt object that this kind of 
society and the system of rights sustaining it were at no 
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time satisfactory. However, it must be recalled that the doc- 
trine of laisser-faire was still the faith of many social reformers 
in the Anglo-Saxon world after the Civil War,^® and that 
this faith was not then misplaced. Even in the period 1900- 
1914, price competition still flourished in the American 
economy; employment grew considerably; productivity rose; 
and the gains it represented were largely passed on to the 
consumer.^^ Judged by results, the system was still working. 
But after World War I, and especially after the onset of the 
Great Depression, the old system of rights, which the court 
persisted in enforcing, no longer had the consequences which 
had originally given it meaning. 

For instance, there may have been no great need to per- 
mit state legislatures to fix minimum wages in the late eighteen- 
eighties. It may have been satisfactory then to guarantee “lib- 
erty of contract” as a natural right. But by 1936 the facts of 
our society had been profoundly altered. The kind of em- 
ployment previously provided by a cqnstantly expanding 
frontier was gone, and competition between employers had 
greatly declined. Even where jobs were being created, the 
size of businesses made the individual employee a weaker bar- 
gainer than he had been two or three generations before. 

These and other circumstances made some kind of wage 
regulation desirable. Yet in 1936 the Supreme Court forbade 
state legislatures to regulate wages and upheld as a constitu- 
tional right the “liberty” of employer and employee to 
bargain about wages without interference from government.^® 
In effect, the court was enforcing as a natural right a business 
custom which had been satisfactory only in the social context 
of another age. The old morality had become positively im- 
moral. 

In the present chapter, we have seen that what people re- 
gard as good or satisfactory has varied immensely from society 
to society. We have also seen that, as society evolves, it is 
necessary that moral and legal codes should change in order 
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to remain satisfactory. If the good or the satisfactory is to be 
achieved, there must be continual novelty in our moral codes, 
just as, regardless of our wishes, there invariably is novelty 
in the natural world. 



CHAPTER FIVE 


THE ETHICS OF 


What men regard as right and wrong varies greatly 
from one society to another. The moral sense, or conscience, 
of a man seems to be relative to the society or age in which he 
lives. Indeed, the moral sense must be relative; that is, it must 
change as the context of society changes. For systems of law 
and morals tend to lose their meanings as society changes. 
Only if the moral sense keeps pace with society, can we ex- 
pect to have a code which is satisfactory. 

But here we have introduced a further conception. We 
seem to have some standard or principle in mind by which 
we judge particular moral codes satisfactory or unsatisfactory. 
It seems, then, that the moral sense is not limited to the rules 
of a particular code, but includes more general ideas. It seems 
that while specific systems of morals are transient and relative, 
there are certain general principles which are at least more 
constant and less relative. Perhaps this, rather than specific 
moral codes, is the direction in which to look for the for- 
mulation of the Higher Law, and the true sense of conscience. 

Fundamental Moral Maxims If we consider the case of 
wage regulation again, a rationalization in terms of more 
general moral principles might be worked out on these 
lines: We feel that a man doing useful work ought to re- 
ceive a wage which enables him to keep his mental and 
physical health. We find that in the i88o’s laisser-faire in 
general provided this “living wage,’’ but that fifty years 
later, it was necessary for government to step in in order 
to ensure similar consequences. The moral principle has re- 
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mained the same; the particular application has changed. 

We might go on to enumerate other such principles. Our 
feelings about political and civil freedom could be generalized. 
In such general ideas we could find similarities which link 
Americans of the age of big business, great cities, and trade 
unions with the Americans of Jefferson’s day. Such a set 
of general principles is an elusive thing, hard to put into words. 
Yet we should admit that there is an American Spirit, or way 
of life, which we share with past generations from which 
we differ greatly in concrete institutions and particular so- 
cial habits. 

But it is also evident that such a code is open to the objec- 
tion which was raised against the more specific codes. It also 
is relative to a time and place, although, because of its greater 
generality, to a wider time and place. There are, it must be 
conceded, many societies for which the American way of life 
is not suitable. There are many peoples to whom the prac- 
tices which Americans have regarded as duties for a hundred 
and fifty years would appear as outlandish as the code of the 
Southern gentleman appeared to the Yankee. If we seek a 
deep contrast, we can get it by comparing some of our insti- 
tutions, such as the family, with those of the Near East or the 
Orient. Hardly less sharp contrasts appear when we look 
at some of the customs of other Western nations, such as the 
British. 

Then is there not some general notion which is the common 
core of morality for nearly all peoples and all ages? At least 
all, or nearly all, have this much in common: they do have a 
system of morality. Even the primitive peoples whose particu- 
lar standards are so different from ours, in some measure ac- 
cept, and feel obliged by, these standards. Different societies 
have different laws, but at least they are similar in that each 
has a law. In some measure, each has a code which enables 
its members to live and work together in harmony and co- 
operation. 

To live together in harmony and cooperation: Is this the 
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ideal which our moral feelings try to realize and which par- 
ticular moral codes, with greater or less success, try to for- 
mulate? There is nothing startling in the suggestion. “For 
all the law,” one authority has said, “is fulfilled in one! word, 
in this; Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thy self.” To love 
your neighbor as yourself is to make his interest your interest 
and to direct your work as much toward accomplishing his 
task as toward accomplishing your own. It is to live with him 
in a harmony which does not consist merely in a lack of 
friction, but rather in the positive pursuit of a common end. 
When several men love one another, they are pursuing a 
common purpose; they are living in community with one 
another. Let us see how far the notion of community can 
take us toward an answer to the problem of purpose. 

Kant on Community Immanuel Kant was a philosopher of 
community. But the name which he used to refer to the lead- 
ing conception of his ethics was not “community,” but “rea- 
son.” Kant started from what he regarded as a fact, namely, 
that a man does have a conscience, a sense of right and 
wrong. According to Kant, the command of this sense of 
right, the categorical imperative, is that man should be ra- 
tional. “The basis of obligation,” he wrote, “must not be 
sought in the nature of man, or in the circumstances in the 
world in which he is placed, but a priori simply in the con- 
ceptions of pure reason.”^ 

This attempt to find in reason the idea which should fix the 
fundamental ideal of man may seem curious to us today. We 
are used to thinking of “the function of reason” as merely 
the task of showing given desires how to attain their ends. 
We find it hard to see how reason itself can fix an end for 
us. We think of the power of reason as something like the 
ability to think straight, make inferences, solve problems. We 
think of the “information” which the principle of reason 
contains as certain fundamental propositions of logic, such as 
the principles of identity, contradiction, and excluded middle. 
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We find it hard to see how the power which operates ac- 
cording to these bare principles can provide us with an ideal. 

Yet this attempt to root morality in rationality, to say 
that conscience speaks with the voice of reason, is common 
in the history of thought. For instance, in the political debates 
of Englishmen in the seventeenth century, when a man spoke 
of “reason” he was as likely to mean the power to tell right 
from wrong as the power to think straight.^ When one reads 
Blackstone, he gets the idea that this archaic and confused 
mass of rights enforced by the common law in the eighteenth 
century was commanded or revealed by reason. Similarly, 
our own Supreme Court has often used the term “reasonable” 
as a synonym for fair or just. The commonest defect of such 
attempts is that “reasonable” turns out to mean little more 
than “conventional”; as, for instance, when a court finds 
that 6 per cent is a reasonable return on a utilities investment. 

Still, it is not hard to see why men should be anxious to 
identify the principles of reason and right. Reason is supposed 
to reveal to us certain abstract, but necessary, truths about 
fact. Can it be shown that the dictates of conscience express 
these same fundamental truths, commanding us to apply 
them to our intentions toward one another? If so, it appears 
that laws which are unconditionally true of fact are felt 
by men as unconditional moral imperatives on their purposes 
and intentions. One advantage of this conclusion is that it 
makes it easier for us to understand the specific mandates of 
conscience, since we now know the principles from which 
they proceed. There is another reason why men are attracted 
to this conclusion, but it is harder to put into words: To show 
that the principles of morality proceed from reason somehow 
adds to the plausibility of morality itself. Reason stands for 
the immutable and certain. If morality is rational, it shares 
in this aura of certainty. 

But before we grant that reason informs our sense of right, 
this question clamors for an answer: What are those necessary 
truths which reason reveals to us? For some thinkers, the dog- 
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made rationalists, reason revealed a set of propositions which 
constituted a body of more or less general laws of nature. But 
to Kant such a view was not acceptable; the self-evident truths 
which had commonly formed the base for systems of natural 
law did not seem self-evident to him. 

When in the Critique of Pure Reason he was investigating 
the process of knowing, he found that the mind, in perceiving 
a succession of events, apprehends them in a certain unity. It 
may apprehend them in the unity of cause and effect, or in the 
unity of substance and attribute, or other of the twelve cate- 
gories of understanding which Kant held to be necessary 
modes of thought. In short, Kant had a theory of perspective 
in which he set out the way by which the mind will invariably 
approach and understand the facts. We are not interested in 
the particulars of his theory, but only in his insistence that the 
mind will impose a unity on separate phenomena. For it is 
in this “originally synthetical unity of apperception” that we 
find the heart of his notion of reason. 

In his writings on ethics, Kant turns from considering the 
activity of reason in the apprehension of fact to its activity 
in relation to human conduct; from its activity in knowing 
to its activity in purposing. Here reason appears as a faculty 
or principle which attempts to impose unity on the conduct 
of the individual in relation to himself and to other men. Here 
the dictates of reason do not have that force or necessity which 
makes them hold invariably in the apprehension of fact. Their 
necessity is a moral necessity. The dictates of the categorical 
imperative indicate what unconditionally ought to be, even 
though in fact these dictates may never be followed. 

The best known of his formulations of the imperative runs 
as follows: “Act only on that maxim whereby thou canst 
at the same time will that it should become a universal law.”® 
It is the dictate that a man ought to impose unity or law upon 
his own successive acts and upon his acts in relation to other 
men. 

This famous sentence has had various interpretations. As 
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developed by Kant, it does not seem to go beyond the prin- 
ciples of identity and contra'diction. “If A, then A.” “If A, 
then not not-A”: these are hardly illuminating sentences. But 
if we apply them to the relations of men’s purposes, we get 
the nub of the idea of community. First of all, each individual 
man should be governed in his various acts by a single law 
or purpose; between these acts, there should be identity not 
contradiction. Secondly, between the acts and purposes of 
different men, there should also be identity and not contra- 
diction; they should express a single purpose, a single will. 

Common Purpose as Identical Purpose What is meant by 
saying that between the acts of each man and of all men 
there should be identity? Does this mean that a man must 
continually do the same thing? And that the members of a 
group must follow identical lines of conduct? That is absurd, 
and even if it could in some degree be done, it would hardly 
contribute to the unity and harmony of a society. 

Yet this absurd interpretation of Kant’s formula is worth 
pausing over for a moment. For it calls to mind ideas which 
are important in our feelings about ethics. As applied to the 
individual, this interpretation suggests that, while a man’s 
acts will necessarily differ, yet each should spring from the 
same set of fundamental beliefs and convictions. It suggests 
that the good man will not be one person at one time and an- 
other at another time, but will express the same character 
in all his various acts. In short, that an element of goodness 
in a man is his integrity, or continuity, of character. And as 
we develop our theory of ethics we shall modify, but not re- 
ject, this sentiment. 

Similarly, when applied to a group, this interpretation of 
Kant’s formula brings to mind the fact that a community can- 
not exist unless there is some identity, some homogeneity, in 
the behavior of its various members. For instance, when critics 
consider the relations of men in great cities where groups are 
separated from one another by sharp cleavages in class, oc- 
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cupation, and social background, they often comment that in 
such situations there cannot be a true community. And they 
may go on to compare urban societies with small towns or 
rural groups where certain similarities of occupation and be- 
havior make community possible. Again, when writers de- 
scribe the traits of “national character” or the elements of 
the “fundamental unity” of a country, they often bring to 
light certain important identities of behavior between the 
members of a nation-state. As we shall see, these views do 
get at certain significant facts about community. Some homo- 
geneity of conduct is no doubt necessary in order that the 
members of a community may have that common understand- 
ing which is fundamental to common purpose. 

But, in spite of these qualifications, we cannot interpret 
common purpose to mean identical purpose. The unity of a 
society, no more than the unity of an individual’s conduct, 
cannot reside in the identities of its elements. For if these ele- 
ments are working together, it is because there are dilferences 
between them which make them complementary. These dif- 
ferences require one another for their own completion. There 
is unity because one man’s way of living requires that other 
men shall live and work in their own ways, in order that he 
himself may carry on with his own line of conduct. We 
shall arrive at a more acceptable theory of community and 
at another interpretation of Kant, if we consider the thought 
of Jean Jacques Rousseau. 

Rousseau on Community Like Kant, upon whom he had a 
profound influence, Rousseau sought to root the principles 
of morahty and justice in some notion of pure reason, or 
“the mere conception of law,” to use a phrase of Kant’s. Ac- 
cording to Rousseau, there was no particular set of rules, 
no fundamental law, which ought to govern every society; 
the only law binding on all societies and all men was that 
within any group there should be a law, a system of law. 

Rousseau develops this point in the opening chapters of his 
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Social Contract. The mark of right between men, one gathers 
from his argument, is that a law is established between them. 
He is helped in making this equivalence of “right” and “law” 
by the double meaning of the French word, droit. There can 
be no “right” of slavery, because the slave-master has un- 
limited power over his slave, while a right is a particular, de- 
fined, and, therefore, limited power over something or some- 
one. The argument is even more striking if we start from the 
other meaning of the word, droit: There can be no “law” 
of slavery, because the master-slave relation is one in which 
there is no law defining the relationship and fixing a line of 
conduct to which both parties must conform. 

Similarly, argues Rousseau, there cannot be a contract 
which gives rise to the “right” of slavery, because a contract 
has terms and stipulations, binding both parties to something 
definite in the way of conduct. But slavery is precisely that 
social relation in which one man has power over another man 
and no stipulations binding both parties are respected. 

Rousseau is not trying to prove that men have a sense of 
right or justice. Like Kant, he assumes that they have such a 
sense, and in his argument he is trying to elucidate the dictates 
of that sense. The substance of his argument is that if these 
dictates are to be met, men must follow certain laws or rules 
which define their rights and duties and which all parties un- 
derstand and accept. The master-slave relation is the antithesis 
of this ideal condition and so, by contrast, helps define the 
ideal. 

He describes the ideal by means of the fiction of a social 
contract. That contract is made by each man with all other 
men in the group. Its formula runs as follows: “Each of us 
puts his person and all his power in common under the su- 
preme direction of the general will, and, as a body, we re- 
ceive each member as an indivisible part of the whole.” ^ As 
a result of this contract, the group becomes a community. 
The general will lays down those laws, or common purposes, 
which are binding on all and which are understood and ac- 
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cepted by all. Yet, it may be said in passing, the general will is 
not identical with these laws or purposes. Rather, it is like 
Kant’s faculty of pure reason which enables the mind to 
grasp the particular categories of the understanding, but which 
is not identical with those categories. 

Common Understanding In Rousseau’s formula of the so- 
cial contract, we may discern the two principal elements of 
community: first, common understanding, and second, un- 
conditional loyalty. 

The notion that every man, or any man, actually did make 
such a contract is a fiction, and, of course, Rousseau knew it. 
But it is not a useless fiction, for it points up the fact that com- 
mon purpose rests upon knowledge and understanding, upon 
commonly shared meanings and conceptions, not mere gre- 
gariousness. This same element is central to contract. When 
a man agrees to do something in return for something else, 
he makes a promise. This promise, if he is sincere, is a purpose, 
a plan, a conception of his future line of conduct. He knows 
what he is doing; and what brings him to do it is this “mere” 
knowledge, this “mere” purpose, of his. 

Under Rousseau’s contract, different roles may be assigned 
to different persons and groups within the community. But 
each understands what his role is and what the role of the 
others is and how these complementary functions are joined in 
the unified pattern of social conduct. The common purpose 
expressed by the general will is an idea present in the minds 
of all members. The contract gives rise to this idea and it is 
this idea which guides the members of society in their rela- 
tions with one another. 

Without trying to attribute our views to Rousseau, we 
may examine further this first element of community. Where 
there is common understanding between two or more people, 
it means that each knows what the other is doing. And to 
know what another person is doing is to know how to do what 
he is doing. For knowledge which is knowledge of tohat an 
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operation is, without being knowledge of hoto to perform 
that operation, is hardly to be considered knowledge. 

Dewey makes a relevant point in distinguishing communica- 
tion from animal signaling. Animal signals do not involve 
meaning or purpose. A baby’s scream, for instance, attracts 
the attention of the adult and evokes a response useful to 
the infant, althought the cry itself is an organic overflow hav- 
ing no intent. But in communication, the response of each par- 
ticipant is from the standpoint of the other. 

For instance, where one of two persons points to an object, 
the second person responds, not to the mere act of pointing, 
but to the meaning which he believes the other attaches to this 
motion and which he also understands. Hence, in his response, 
for example, he does not grasp the pointed finger, but rather 
picks up the object and brings it to the other. He perceives 
the object as it may function in the experience of the other, 
instead of just ego-centrically. “Something,” writes Dewey, 
“is literally made common in at least two different centres of 
behavior. To understand is to anticipate together; it is to 
make a cross-reference which, when acted upon, brings about 
a partaking in a common, inclusive undertaking.”® 

The function of a common “know-how,” shared by the 
members of a cooperating group, can readily be illustrated. 
To take an example from military experience: when you are 
training the members of a gun-crew to handle an artillery 
piece, you will probably teach each member how to perform 
the tasks of the others. There are various sound reasons for 
this — to relieve the monotony, to discover who can do each 
job best, and so on. But there is another reason which becomes 
evident in practice. Such a common “know-how” makes a 
far more efficient crew. Each now understands how the others 
are performing their shares of the common work and can, 
therefore, more intelligently guide his own work and integrate 
it with that of the others. 

To insist upon common understanding as an element of 
community is to set limits on the use of the term which are 
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not always recognized. Not every group in which there is 
harmonious action is a community. For that harmony may 
proceed from other sources than common understanding. It 
may proceed from the commands of a leader or boss who 
performs the task of coordination which in a community is 
performed by a commonly understood purpose. Or that 
harmony may proceed from a set of habits and customs which 
guide the members of the group in a coordinated process 
without their understanding that process as a whole. In such 
a group the use of speech, writing, and other signs by the 
members in relation to one another is more in the nature of 
animal signaling than communication. To tell whether or not 
a group is a community, the social scientist cannot rest with 
merely observing the actions of its members; he must also in- 
fer from those actions certain conclusions about their purposes 
and states of mind. The task of the social scientist requires 
not only the qualities of the natural scientist, but also the 
imagination and sympathy of the artist. 

Is it not a fact that many of the groups in which we find 
a certain harmony and unity are communities in only a very 
partial sense? Much of the coordination of our society and 
its constituent groups springs not from common purposes, 
but from blind habituation and command. 

How far this is the case is not our problem here. But clearly 
in many relationships there are matters which are not, and 
perhaps cannot be, subject to communication and common 
understanding. To some extent, one man can recreate for 
himself the experience of others from similar elements in his 
own experience. One function of artists, poets, novelists, and 
other men of superior imagination is to help him in this task, 
and to portray the many vital elements of experience which 
are common to most men. Yet even for a powerful imagina- 
tion the lines of communication must soon grow thin and 
weak. Childbirth, war, sex, hard manual labor — how can 
matters of this kind be communicated to those who do not 
know something of them at first hand? If on such matters 
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words fail, it is because a common understanding based on 
common experience is lacking. Words rest on that body of 
knowledge or understanding which constitutes the perspec- 
tive of a man or group. Where perspectives are fundamentally 
divided, words will hardly build a bridge between them. 

The term community may be applied to a group only with 
great caution. Before the term can be applied, a difficult 
question of fact must be determined: How many persons in 
the group share in a common purpose and how many of their 
relationships are governed by that purpose? In considering 
any particular case, recall Rousseau’s formula: “Each of us 
puts his person and all his power in common under the su- 
preme direction of the general will, and, as a body, we re- 
ceive each member as an indivisible part of the whole.” Does 
this trade union or interest group or nation state which you 
are considering, absorb the “whole person” of its members? 
Does the purpose of the group include all the fundamental 
purposes of its members? Does each member understand the 
fundamental purposes of each of the other members? 

Unconditional Loyalty Along with common understanding, 
we may discern a second element in Rousseau’s formula of 
community. Without conflict with his thought, we could 
say that there may be groups which are governed by common 
purposes, but which are not true communities. Such a group 
would be one in which the members agree to perform some 
common work, in order to get some particular advantage for 
themselves; as, for instance, men often do in their business 
undertakings. Such a group lacks the second element in Rous- 
seau’s formula, the element of unconditional loyalty. 

Rousseau’s formula emphasizes that in the social contract 
each member of the group puts his person and all his power 
under the direction of the common purpose. He does not 
condition his acceptance of the common purpose on the re- 
turn of some advantage from the community, although he 
may receive such advantages. He does not say, “If the com- 
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munity continues to provide me with these certain things, 
then I will continue to abide by its purpose.” He is attached 
to the community for its own sake. In the dictates of the com- 
mon purpose, he finds an imperative with unconditional moral 
necessity. To use the terms made familiar by R. M. Maciver, 
each member is attached to the common purpose as his prim- 
ary, rather than as a secondary, common purpose.® 

This second element of community may be spoken of as 
the “sociality of the self.” In this use the term refers to the fact 
that a man may see his own immediate behavior as an in- 
separable part of a process in which other men are also mak- 
ing and doing things. His own fundamental purposes inte- 
grally involve an understanding of the cooperative activities 
of his fellows. He can no more conceive of his purposes in 
isolation from theirs than he can imagine his stomach digest- 
ing without food, or his lungs breathing without air. He loves 
these neighbors as himself, because his “self” involves the 
“selves” of his neighbors. 

Nowadays it is hardly startling to assert that human na- 
ture is social. Yet it has not been many years since the hypoth- 
esis was thought new and rather shocking. For instance, when 
F. H. Bradley published his Ethical Studies in 1876, it took 
some brass (which he did not lack) to assert that the individ- 
ual is inseparably a part of his society; that the “essence of 
human nature involves identity with others.”^ The reigning 
view of human nature was not far from the belief that in- 
dividuality “lies in a sort of inner self, to be cherished by 
enclosing it, as it were, in an impervious globe.”® 

We today are only too aware of the influence of society 
on the purposes of the individual. Our anthropologists and 
sociologists have richly documented that thesis. Mannheim, as 
we have noted, insists that the perspective of the individual 
is social; that it springs from his action, not as a solitary being, 
but as a member of a group. And Dewey has been among the 
foremost in pointing out the profound effect of society on 
the habits and behavior of the individual.® 
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Of course, merely to be influenced by others in your pur- 
poses does not ensure your unconditional loyalty to a common 
purpose shared with them. Such influence may attach you to 
a group through blind habituation, rather than common un- 
derstanding. Yet the line between the two types of attach- 
ment is not always easy to draw and much of what seems to 
be blind, or irrational, attachment on closer examination may 
be found to rest on an underlying common understanding. 

Community and Moral Codes Such are the two principal 
elements in the theory of community. In what sense can this 
formula be said to be derived from the notion of reason? Or 
rather, what is the meaning of reason expressed in this for- 
mula? 

In the first place, taking reason as the notion of unity, this 
formula is rationalist in that the common purpose of a true 
community imposes a unity upon the social group. Each act 
of each individual is governed and directed by this purpose. 
In the second place, taking reason as the power of ideas, this 
formula is rationalist in that it emphasizes human purposive- 
ness; that is, the ability of mind to impose a unity on events 
through purposes which govern present and future stages 
of experience. The promises and plans of men are not held 
to be blind affections of the present moment, but to be real 
tendencies which will lead to the conduct which they fore- 
shadow. According to this theory, there can be a real to- 
getherness of events; and ideas are the means by which that 
unity is achieved and the assurance that it will be achieved. 

But we must note immediately that these last assertions go 
farther than the inquiry of the first part of this book will 
permit. We must modify them, concluding that the theory 
of community holds that we ought to frame our purposes as if 
ideas were not illusions and as if there could be a real together- 
ness of events. That is not an un-Kantian conclusion. 

In whatever way we refer to this theory — as the Rule of 
Reason, the Law of Love, or the theory of Community — do 



THE ETHICS OF COMMUNITY 77 

we find in it the fundamental idea of morality and the true 
sense of conscience? Is this the germinal thought which par- 
ticular transcient moral codes or systems of natural law try 
to express? 

One function of a moral code may be to call attention to 
an underlying common purpose. Nearly every man has some 
primary common purposes which he shares with some other 
men. But normally these purposes, these fundamental sym- 
pathies, drop out of his immediate attention. And “normally” 
means when the plan of cooperation is working smoothly. 
For then his principal responsibility is to do with the utmost 
efficiency the immediate task assigned to him by the plan. 

But suppose that there arises a threat to the common work, 
though not immediately to him. The dictates of his moral 
code will tell him that it is his duty to do something to help 
his fellows. At first, he may resist these dictates. He may dis- 
trust the power which they seem to have over him. If he is 
an educated man, he may take them to be merely “irrational 
drives” or “sentiments” or reflexes conditioned to release upon 
the waving of flags or the ringing of bells, as it is with the 
poor rats in the psychologist’s laboratory. But when he ex- 
amines the feelings which underlie these dictates, he finds that 
these feelings, instead of being foreign to his ordinary inter- 
ests, are a deeper part of them; that his own “self” deeply 
involves the “selves” of his fellows. 

Suppose he tries to forget these feelings and to go back 
to his habitual round of activities. He will discover a strange 
thing. These daily habits look the same; yet they have lost 
their savor. If he is to retain what made them attractive, he 
must modify them in accordance with his conscience, those 
deeper feelings of common purpose which attach him to his 
fellows. It is in some such sense, it seems to me, that con- 
science has been referred to as “the call of the whole to the 
part.”^<* 

A similar analysis is sometimes used to explain the grounds 
of political obligation. It is said that sometimes when a govern- 
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ment coerces, or threatens to coerce, certain people, it is ex- 
pressing a common purpose which these people have forgot- 
ten or overlooked. It is said that here the command of govern- 
ment expresses the “real” will of these people as against their 
“actual” will, which is their desire of the moment.^ 

If this argument is taken to mean that all commands of 
all governments are so justified, then it is absurd and not a 
little wicked. But if it is used as a tool of analysis, it is sug- 
gestive and often true to the facts. It is a fact that sometimes 
the laws must have sanctions because otherwise people, by 
disobeying them, would fail to do what they fundamentally 
want to do. Whether this is so is a matter, not of theory, but 
of fact, and only careful investigation of the facts can prove 
or disprove it. 

A moral code, we may say, often gives a men in abbreviated 
form a conception of the fundamental relations of the com- 
munity of which he is a member. In such a case, the moral 
code presents to a man the typical interests, customs, and 
institutions of his community. Some practices are characteris- 
tic of many codes and many communities. Hence, the familiar 
moral maxims of folklore and philosophy. But maxims are 
usually inadequate symbols of the complex relationships of 
community. We are often better reminded of these things by 
the lives of our heroes, or by folk stories, or by the history of 
the community itself. And behind these moral maxims and 
emotional symbols we may find the idea of reason. 
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Community is sometimes a fact, although possibly an 
obscure fact. But we are looking for an imperative. If we 
were to state the theory as an imperative, we should try to 
express the idea that all wills ought to share a common purpose. 
We should say that the ideal would be a condition where all 
men cooperated in the service of a commonly understood and 
accepted purpose and that, therefore, every man’s duty here 
and now is to do what he can to create such a condition. 
Our fundamental law of purpose would be to work for a 
universal purpose. To such a law our purposes should con- 
form, regardless of the apparent irrationality of events and 
consequences. 

Community too Abstract Our moral feelings will not re- 
ject such an imparative, yet in it they will still be far from 
complete expression. For granting that we ought to aim at a 
universal purpose, we must still ask. What ought to be the 
content of that universal purpose? We extend our relations 
by establishing particular common purposes which involve 
particular lines of conduct. Is it entirely indifferent to moral 
theory what particular purposes and processes we establish? 

To the theory of community, at any rate, this is a matter 
of indifference, for all that its imperative requires is that there 
should be a common purpose, a harmony of willing. It cannot 
guide us in deciding what the content of a common pur- 
pose ought to be. A common purpose may establish a com- 
munity of men hunting, or playing cards; a pastoral or a 
medieval or an industrial community. That it have the charac- 
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teristics of community is all that the imperative requires. For 
this reason, the theory of community has often been accused 
of formalism. The dictates of moral codes, we observed, were 
“too concrete.” The imperative of community proves to be 
“too abstract.” 

The defect in the theory of community appears if we try 
to use its imperative to solve some particular problem. Sup- 
pose two groups, such as farmers and workers, come into con- 
flict. The imperative puts no obligation upon these groups to 
try to preserve the interests and skills which they have al- 
ready developed. It puts all emphasis on harmony and no 
emphasis on what is harmonized. So in the light of the impera- 
tive, it is quite acceptable to suggest as a solution that the two 
groups give up their respective occupations and return to a 
simpler state of society in which the interests giving rise to 
the conflict do not exist and in which a unifying common pur- 
pose can more easily be found. Such a fantastic proposal will 
strike us as being neither moral nor practical. Still, we have 
heard people suggest that the way to escape from the conflicts 
of industrial society is to “go back to the land” and to the al- 
legedly more harmonious society of our forefathers.^ 

The defect of formalism is common in Kantian theories of 
ethics. For instance, it appears in the theory of “just law” de- 
veloped by a prominent German Kantian, Rudolf Stammler, 
professor of law in the University of Berlin two generations 
ago. In his Theory of Justice,^ Stammler states the conception 
of just law, a conception which is to be used both as a guide in 
legislation and in the interpretation of the civil code. As he 
states this conception, it is substantially the notion of com- 
munity or common willing. 

According to Stammler, when there is a conflict between 
men, the task of just law is to settle the conflict according 
to its principles. Thereupon the task of ethics is to teach men 
to accept the settlements of just law. Just law lays down an 
external line of conduct for the parties to the conflict; ethics 
teaches them to will that line of conduct. 
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But now the difficulty appears. If this is the task of ethics; 
if the imperative is that one ought to will the settlement of 
just law, then we must ask what limits there are upon the 
settlement which just law may make. May it not, indeed, 
make any settlement whatsoever, so long as the duties it 
assigns to each party are in natural fact compatible? For in 
the end the idea of just law is that there should be common 
willing. So if men are obliged to will the settlement of just 
law, then it may make any settlement it pleases, since in any 
case there will be common willing. The trouble is that the 
standard of just law has no content apart from the common 
willing which is to succeed its settlement. 

The purposes of individual men are in themselves morally 
important. That a child should grow to adulthood; that a 
man should build an organization or a business; that a student 
should make his discoveries: that such things should be done 
is important, not merely that they should be done in a 
community.® 

When considering Dewey’s analysis of the continuum of 
inquiry, we sketched the general manner in which purpose 
develops intelligently and creatively. Such development oc- 
curs in a social context. But for the sake of analysis we may 
abstract from that context. By so doing we can see more 
clearly that the development of the personality has a value 
even when its social relations are not considered. We are under 
obligation to help one another. But helping others is not the 
only good open to us. Success in learning and practicing a 
trade, profession, or science; the adventure of exploring and 
experimenting in the various worlds of society and nature — 
this sort of enrichment of the personality is also a good. Com- 
munity touches a vital spot in ethical theory. But we must 
not let the forest lead us to overlook the trees. Morality in- 
volves individual as well as social values. 

To allow for the individual aspect of morality we need not 
reject the theory of community. We should, rather, interpret 
it as a mode of procedure in dealing with the purposes of in- 
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dividual men. Reason in itself cannot utter a shining book of 
laws which tell each man just what he is to make of himself. 
But it does mark out a way to treat purposes which are 
struggling for expression. Reason suggests how the purposes 
of men by being brought into community may themselves be 
enriched and developed. An ethics founded on this approach 
is different from the ethics of community, although it in- 
cludes that ethics. To set it off, let us give it the name “ethics 
of civilization.” In our ordinary use of the term civilization 
we recognize two senses which correspond to the dual em- 
phasis of this ethics. We understand the advance of civiliza- 
tion to include greater understanding and cooperation among 
men, as well as an increase in the skill, power, insight of 
individuals. 

The Principle of Reconciliation Let us consider how reason 
can be understood as a mode of procedure where purposes 
are in conflict or in isolation. We take as the imperative of 
reason the obligation to try to bring purposes into com- 
munity without impairing or injuring them. Our task is the 
task of reconciliation. 

Where the purposes of men are in conflict or in isolation, 
our task is to look for that creative hypothesis which will 
reconcile them in a unified social process. Such a hypothesis, 
if successful, will not impair the given purposes, but will add 
to and adjust them. It will constitute a common purpose which 
includes and goes beyond the given purposes and which results 
in a harmony of behavior between the originally conflicting 
or isolated men or groups. In short, we shall attempt to apply 
the technics of problem-solving. 

There are other ways, it must be noted, of applying the 
technics of problem-solving to problems of conflicting or iso- 
lated purposes. For example, when a conflict arises, one group 
sometimes tries to solve the problem by treating the other 
group as a part of mere nature. It pays no attention to the 
claims and purposes of the other group, except so far as they 
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provide clues to how it can subdue the other to its will. The 
solution will be to kill off the members of the other group; 
to threaten them until they submit; or so to bamboozle them 
with propaganda that they forget what they were trying to 
do and accept the place allotted them by the conquerors. 

No doubt such operations, where successful, solve the con- 
flict of fact. Like the operations of Goebbels, Goering, and 
Hitler they may display intelligence of a high order. But an 
essential of the ethics of civilization is that it is concerned not 
only with the conflict of mere fact. It is also concerned with 
the conflict of purpose. Its imperative directs that we solve 
the problems of social conflict, so to speak, by treating that 
as fact which is not fact, namely, the purposes which are 
struggling to be fact. 

In this respect, its object might be stated in Kant’s language. 
“So act,” runs another of his formulations of the categorical 
imperative, “as to treat humanity, whether in thine own per- 
son or in that of any other, in every case as an end withal, 
never as means only.”^ Wherever we find purposes, we ought 
to treat them as ends; that is, make them part of our own ends. 

Perhaps this is what is meant when it is said that we must 
found our moral and political theory on respect for the dig- 
nity of the individual. We must not treat the individual as 
mere fact, but must take his purposes seriously. That is, we 
may not treat the individual as a purely existential being, but 
must respect that about him which transcends his immediate 
existence and which makes him a rational and a social animal. 

Even in the more civilized societies, instances of perfect 
reconciliation are rare. Yet in the events of ordinary family 
and business life, as well as in the larger problems of society, 
we can find approximations.® The need for reconciliation in 
social conflicts and the ways in which it can be fostered have 
been emphasized in the writings of one of the keenest of mod- 
ern students of politics, E. P. Herring. For example, in his 
Presidential Leadership, he points out how useful the admin- 



THE CITY OF REASON 


84 

istrative branch of government can be in reconciling social 
and economic differences before these differences reach the 
legislative assembly where factors of prestige, politics, and 
limited time and information may hinder an integration of 
opposing points of view. He notes the familiar fact that the 
pressure of interested groups often disrupts the formation of 
a truly national policy, but he doubts that a reform of the 
mechanics of government, such as strengthening the execu- 
tive, will solve the problem. He observes that it is no solution 
to frustrate certain groups merely in order to make lawmak- 
ing move more smoothly. For the only real solution is to 
examine carefully the interests of the conflicting groups and 
to find a policy which, so far as possible, reconciles these in- 
terests. Here the administrative branch working through 
committees representing government, experts, and interested 
groups can make a great contribution. 

He writes: “Giving the president formal powers for over- 
ruling Congress offers no solution any more than would pro- 
cedural dodges for increasing Congressional authority. Ap- 
pealing to the general electorate to decide between the two 
fails to meet the real question. The crux of the matter is ad- 
justment. This calls for expertise exercised with patience and 
subtlety; it calls for the highest intelligence in the discovery 
of new ways and means. You cannot settle a technical ques- 
tion of engineering by a show of hands; questions of human 
engineering are no less intricate.”* 

The business of solving such problems is one which must 
be shared in some measure by those who are involved in the 
difficulties and who must carry out the terms of the agree- 
ment. They are the ones who know the important facts, that 
is, the “internal” facts about the purposes to be reconciled. 
Any one of them may seize upon that creative hypothesis, 
or make a suggestion which will contribute to the formula- 
tion of that hypothesis, which solves the problem. In this 
kind of problem-solving, the stage of reflection is a stage 
of discussion. It is the reflection of men together about their 
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common problems. At this point, the ethics of civilization in- 
volves the principle of democracy, 

A. D. Lindsay has described this kind of thinking, which is 
both collective and creative, in a striking passage in his 
Essentials of Democracy. “When men who are serving a 
common purpose,” he writes, “meet to pool their experience, 
to air their difficulties and even their discontents, there comes 
about a real process of collective thinking. The narrowness 
and one-sidedness of each person’s point of view are cor- 
rected, and something emerges which each can recognize as 
embodying the truth of what he stood for, and yet (or rather 
therefore) is seen to serve the purpose of the society better 
than what any one conceived for himself. That is of course 
an ideal. Such perfect agreement is not often reached. But it 
is an ideal which is always to some extent realized when there 
is open and frank discussion . . . 

“Observe further that the moment we take discussions seri- 
ously, we are committed to the view that we are concerned 
not primarily to obtain or register consent, but to find some- 
thing out . . . The root of the matter is that if the discussion is 
at all successful, we discover something from it which could 
have been discovered in no other way.”’ 

In the process of reconciliation, a group discovers its com- 
mon purpose. It may already be united in some bonds of com- 
munity. Reconciliation, by obliging it to adjust and add to its 
purposes, enlarges and strengthens these bonds. In short, a 
group finds its common purpose, not by speculating on the 
moral code it ought to follow, nor by a search for a pre- 
existing set of natural laws. Rather it finds that purpose by 
solving the problehis which the conflicts of man and nature, 
and man and man, set before it. In this process the common 
purpose and moral code of the group is created and developed. 
Tension between man and man, like tension between man and 
nature, is a source of growth. Our ideal is to eliminate both 
kinds of tension. Yet if, per impossibile, we were to succeed. 
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the sources of creative advance would be stopped up. 


The ethics of civilization, as sketched here, it seems to me, 
makes some progress toward bringing to light the larger no- 
tions which lie behind our moral feelings. It is a duty of the in- 
dividual to develop his own skills and powers. It is also his 
duty to seek constantly to bring these gifts to the service of 
a common purpose. The ideal is a community in which the 
happiness of each integrally involves the happiness of all. The 
principles of the intelligent inquiry are principles of reason. 
So also are the principles of community and reconciliation. 
In this sense, the larger notion underlying the ethics of civili- 
zation may be said to be the idea of reason. 

The Good Will and the Beautiful Soul There are many dif- 
ficulties which come to mind when one tries to state this 
theory of ethics more precisely and to picture how it might 
be put into practice. However, it does plausibly meet the 
objection which was raised at the start of this discussion of 
ethics: it is not too concrete. It does not set up one type of 
economy — a subsistence or a profit-making or a socialist econ- 
omy — as the one model to which all societies, regardless of 
time or place, must try to conform. It does not put the stamp 
of approval on a particular pattern of sexual relations be- 
tween men and women as the only permissible one and con- 
demn all others, regardless of circumstance. It accords very 
well with this theory that particular moral codes should be 
relative to time and place and that they should change in the 
course of history. 

From the general ideal of this ethics by itself, no conclu- 
sions follow which direct what a man or a society ought to do. 
There must, so to speak, be a minor premise stating the facts 
in the widest sense about that man or that society. Given 
these, the ideal of this ethics provides rules of procedure 
which can lead to concrete decisions. It is formal, yet not as 
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formal as the pure community theory which could permit de- 
cisions which run counter to some of our deeper moral feelings. 

Let us examine the bearing of this ethics on the problem of 
purpose. As we noted before, there is in our common feelings 
about morality an intimation of an answer to our question. It 
is that men ought to conform their purposes to the moral law, 
regardless of consequences; that somehow the weighing of 
consequences is not to affect us in doing our duty. Such an 
intimation is hardly clear. If we take it to mean that a man can 
decide what he ought to do without giving thought to the 
probable consequences of his act, surely the notion is im- 
practical. In outlining the ethics of civilization we have been 
stating in general terms what a man should try to accomplish in 
the world, that is, through the consequences of his acts. For 
instance, in trying to reconcile the parties to some social con- 
flict, he must rely on experience to suggest to him the particu- 
lar operations and means which are likely to work in this 
kind of situation. The ethical ideal cannot itself suggest such 
means; yet without them he cannot act in any determinate 
way. They must be derived from experience and can only be a 
knowledge of probabilities. 

Knowledge of probable consequences will inevitably enter 
into purpose. Yet we can still accept the intimation of our 
moral feelings that consequences are not what count. The 
idea is something like this: The “good will,” the purpose, 
aiming at what appear to be probably the best consequences 
under the circumstances, is somehow justified in itself, even 
though the intended consequences do not actually follow. 
That is, men ought to attempt what experience suggests is 
the best way of promoting civilization, although they can 
have no certainty of what their attempt will lead to. In fact, 
our efforts may have some strange and even horrifying re- 
sults. Our great labors may bring forth mice; many of us may 
die in vain. Yet comic or tragic as the results may be, morality 
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affirms our justification. What counts is not the consequence, 
but the state of the soul. “Nothing,” wrote Kant, “can possibly 
be conceived in the world, or even out of it, which can be 
called good without qualification, except a Good Will.”* 

Here is a possible solution to the problem of purpose. It 
is different from the answer of the instrumentalist. His answer 
was to take purpose at its face value and to claim that with 
“enough” knowledge, man could control the world and make 
his history. The problem of purpose arose when we tried to ac- 
cept this answer. Here in our discussion of ethical theory we 
have come upon a different approach. Following this approach, 
we do not rest our defense of purpose on the vain hope that 
it can certainly attain what it proposes. We allow for the funda- 
mental pluralism and unexpected discontinuities of the world. 
We hold that there is a justification for purpose beyond the 
actual consequences. 

Dewey’s final view sometimes seems to be remarkably simi- 
lar. As we have seen, no one is more acutely aware than he of 
the unpredictable flux of things. It is not strange, therefore, 
if his ultimate justification of intelligent purpose is far from 
a crude instrumentalism. “And upon the very most hopeful 
outlook,” he writes, “study and planning are more important 
in the meaning, the enrichment of content, which they add 
to present activity, than is the increase of control they ef- 
fect . . . The good, satisfaction, ‘end,’ of growth of present 
action in shades and scope of meaning is the only good within 
our control, and the only one, accordingly, for which re- 
sponsibility exists. The rest is luck, fortune.”® 

This is not instrumentalism, but what might be called aes- 
thetic humanism. When knowledge grows, it is to be valued, 
not essentially as an instrument of control, but as an immedi- 
ate joy. And surely we cannot entirely reject this theory of 
the “beautiful soul.” To found your plans upon a wide ex- 
amination of the facts; to integrate into purpose your under- 
standing of the purposes of others; to find the unity of mind 
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in judgment springing from a great complexity in deliberation, 
is to take an immediate pleasure in the beauties of civilized 
intelligence. 

The civilized soul is a value in itself. It is an aesthetic value 
and we ought to try to be civilized because that is aesthetically 
the pleasantest way to live. It is a moral value and we ought 
to try to be civilized — simply because we ought. With these 
conclusions we must feel a warm sympathy. But will the mind 
for long be content with them? Can you seriously grant the 
hypothesis of pluralism and, as an aesthetic or moral human- 
ist, still take purpose seriously? For does not pluralism destroy 
the distinction between one purpose and another? If pluralism 
is the final word on the nature of fact, then “anything is pos- 
sible, even the most impossible and most senseless.” And if 
anything is possible; if any strange and unexpected result may 
follow from any purpose, then there is no real difference be- 
tween one purpose and another. 

Purposes purport to perform a function in experience. If 
you cut them off from the future, destroy their functional 
character, reduce them to mere contents, then you have elimi- 
nated what makes one purpose different from another. And 
if there is no serious distinction between one purpose and an- 
other how can the mind decide that one purpose is more civil- 
ized than another? 

Meanings which may or may not lead to certain future facts 
are mere fancies. They are what the skeptics and materialists 
have always said they were, mere voces, affections of the pres- 
ent moment whose reference to the future is an illusion pro- 
duced on men by chance. The humanist or moralist who will 
occupy himself with trying to collect such sterile tokens of 
human credulity must himself be a little blind. Aesthetic pleas- 
ure or moral compulsion cannot stand against the pluralism of 
the world. The world’s chaos invades our inner thoughts about 
the world and destroys order and distinction there in accord 
with their destruction in the external world. Purpose will 
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lack a defense until we find some reason to believe that: it really 
bears fruit and that the blind forces do not rule. 

Ethical theory makes a promising suggestion when it says 
that in a sense we must overlook the pluralism of the world. 
It makes a promising suggestion when it says that what counts 
is not success, but the state of the soul. It makes a promising 
suggestion, if it says that the civilized, sympathetic soul 
does somehow bear fruit. But how and where does it bear 
fruit? Can we believe that the discords and failures which 
we meet with are apparent, not real, and that these apparent 
evils are superseded in some vaster continuum? Could this 
vaster continuum be the stream of history? In the next chapter, 
we shall examine this suggestion. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 


PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY 
AGAINST ITSELF 


There is a tendency for human purpose to prosper and de- 
velop. It is only a tendency and the facts have prevented us 
from calling it a law. But not many years ago, as people under- 
stood the facts, they found it logical to believe that history was 
governed by a law of growth and accumulation. Many be- 
lieved in the inevitability of progress. 

This belief saved them from the problem of discontinuity. 
A belief in progress obliged them to admit the relativity of 
truth, but at the same time it cured the principal difficulty 
issuing from this doctrine. For, according to the theory of 
progress, the unbroken growth of the world is paralleled by 
an unbroken growth of our knowledge of the world. Hence, 
while the knowledge of one period will be altered by being 
augmented, it will never be diminished. What is true in one 
period remains true thereafter, although subject to reinter- 
pretation. Today, however, we find untenable the premise 
on which this happy conclusion is founded and so the relativity 
of truth means for us that sooned or later our present knowl- 
edge will unexpectedly lead to frustration or disaster. 

We might speak of this effect of the passing of the belief 
in progress as a breakdown of “philosophy of history.” The 
fathers of philosophy of history, Kant, Hegel, and Marx, be- 
lieved in progress. Modern philosophers of history do not, and 
thereby open their theories to a crushing objection. 

For the doctrine of the relativity of truth, which philosophy 
of history so convincingly documents, now turns upon philos- 
ophy of history itself. If any body of truth is relative to a 
certain kind of society and a certain period of history, what 
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shall we say of the truths which constitute our philosophy of 
history? ^ If, like other truths, they are relative, then they will 
describe the movement of society only during a certain period 
of history. When that period comes to an end, the truths of 
this philosophy of history will cease to work. They will be- 
come as out-of-date as mercantilism or laisser-faire economics, 
and the consequences which will flow from trying to apply 
them will be as unplanned and possibly unpleasant as the 
French Revolution or the Great Depression. 

In short, any philosophy of history is a piece of knowledge. 
If the fundamental pluralism and discontinuity of the world 
make any knowledge an unreliable instrument, then they also 
make any philosophy of history unreliable as a means of pre- 
diction or planning. This is merely an application of the gen- 
eral conclusion of irrationalism. 

These remarks anticipate the conclusions of this chapter. 
We shall proceed toward those conclusions via an examination 
of the Marxist variety of philosophy of history. We shall 
first consider a conception of the central theme of history 
which Marxism shares with a large class of philosophies of 
history. This is the conception that history is the story of 
man’s struggle with nature, a struggle in which at once he 
wins concrete freedom and a civilized character. Then we 
shall go on to examine the peculiarly Marxist view of how 
political policies are governed by social interests, contrasting 
that with a democratic view founded upon the theory of 
creative intelligence. Finally, we shall consider more particu- 
larly the belief in progress which is at the heart of Marxist 
teleology. 

The Struggle for Concrete Freedom In a familiar passage in 
the Anti-Duhring, Engels has described that great theme of 
history as the struggle for concrete freedom. “Hegel,” he 
writes, “was the first to state correctly the relation between 
freedom and necessity. To him, freedom is the appreciation of 
necessity. ‘Necessity is blind only in so far as it is not under- 



PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY 93 

Stood.' Freedom does not consist in the dream of independence 
of natural laws, but in the knowledge of these laws, and in the 
possibility this gives of systematically making them work 
towards definite ends. This holds good in relation to the laws 
of external nature and to those which govern the bodily and 
mental life of men themselves — two classes of, laws which we 
can separate from each other at most only in thought but not 
in reality . . . 

“Freedom therefore consists in the control over ourselves 
and over external nature which is founded on knowledge 
of natural necessity; it is therefore necessarily a product of 
historical development. The first men who separated them- 
selves from the animal kingdom were in all essentials as un- 
free as the animals themselves, but each step forward in 
civilization was a step toward freedom. On the threshold of 
human history stands the discovery that mechanical motion 
can be transformed into heat, the production of fire by fric- 
tion; at the close of the development so far gone through 
stands the discovery that heat can be transformed into me- 
chanical motion: the steam engine.”^ 

Men struggle to conquer nature and in so doing they acquire 
a knowledge of the blind forces of nature which renders these 
forces no longer blind. So far as we plan and make our history 
we are concretely free. Hence, the underlying theme of the 
growth of civilization is the struggle for power, knowledge, 
freedom — “the endless progressive evolution of humanity” 
which flows from our pursuit of “an exhaustive knowledge of 
the world system in all its interrelations.”® 

The notion that this struggle for concrete freedom is the 
central theme of history was common in the nineteenth cen- 
tury. For example, in a penetrating essay. Fate, Emerson con- 
siders it as part of the “ascending effort” of the Universe. Fie 
recites the limitation which circumstance and “law” put upon 
us, calling this limitation “Fate.” Then he continues: 

“We can afford to allow the limitation, if we know it is the 
.meter of the growing man. We stand against Fate as children 
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Stand up against the wall in their father’s house, and notch 
their height from year to year. But when the boy grows to 
man, and is master of the house, he pulls down that wall, and 
builds a new and bigger. ’Tis only a question of time. Every 
brave youth is in training to ride and rule this dragon. His 
science is to make weapons and wings of these passions and 
retarding forces . . . 

“Fate, then, is a name for facts not yet passed under the 
fire of thought; — for causes which are unpenetrated . . . The 
water drowns ship and sailor, like a grain of dust. But learn 
to swim, trim your bark, and- the wave which drowned it, 
will be cloven by it, and carry it, like its own foam, a plume 
and a power . . 

Marxist Determinism The central theme of history accord- 
ing to Marxist doctrine is the growth of concrete freedom. 
But how does this growth come about? Can men sometimes 
think up solutions to their problems, lighting on hypotheses 
which enable them to subdue nature by obeying her, working 
out schemes of cooperation which reconcile conflicts of pur- 
pose? Or can they only register in their plans and purposes 
those new facts of nature and those new forms of social 
organization which the blind forces of history present to 
them? It is not easy to get general agreement on “what Marx 
really meant.” Yet it seems to be that it is of the essence of 
the Marxist theory of determinism that it chooses the second 
of these alternatives. 

A well-known passage in The German Ideology by Marx 
and Engels runs as follows: “We set out from real, active men, 
and on the basis of their real life-process we demonstrate the 
development of the ideological reflexes and echoes of this life- 
process. The phantoms formed in the human brain are also, 
necessarily, sublimates of their material life-process, which is 
empirically verifiable and bound to material premises. Moral- 
ity, religion, metaphysics, all the rest of ideology and their 
corresponding forms of consciousness, thus no longer retain 
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the semblance of independence. They have no history, no 
development; but men, developing their material production 
and their material intercourse, alter along with this their real 
existence, their thinking and the product of their thinking. 
Life is not determined by consciousness, but consciousness by 
life.”® 

This is a rather general statement. But it is clear that when 
it comes to social problems and conflicts, human intelligence, 
according to Marxist doctrine, is wholly uncreative. In the 
Anti-Duhring Engels writes that “the means through which 
the abuses [of capitalism] that have been revealed can be got 
rid of must ... be present, in more or less developed form, in 
the altered conditions of production. These means are not to 
be invented by the mind, but discovered by means of the mind 
in the existing material facts of production.”® “When people 
speak of ideas that revolutionize society,” wrote Marx in the 
Communist Manifesto, “they do but express the fact, that 
within the old society the elements of a new one have been 
created, and that the dissolution of the old ideas keeps even 
pace with the dissolution of the old conditions of existence.” ^ 

For instance, the bourgeoisie rose out of the medieval trad- 
ing class without anyone planning it that way. The blind 
consequences of many people’s acts created that mode of 
production and exchange which is called bourgeois and which 
is marked especially by the exchange of goods for profit, as 
described by Marx in Capital. The people who conducted this 
mode of production realized what they were doing only after 
their mode of production had come into existence. Then and 
only then did they understand what they were doing and 
consciously try to promote their interest. Again, the modern 
proletariat came into existence quite unintentionally with the 
growth of large cities and factory production. Thereafter, 
they perceived their condition and their interest, and became 
class-conscious. 

It is enormously important how we answer this question 
whether thought is creative. For one thing, it is only if we 
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assume that it is creative, that democracy makes sense. Democ- 
racy, the attempt to settle conflicts by discussion, makes sense 
only if we assume that reflection in individual minds and the 
group reflection which takes place in discussion, can hit on 
creative hypotheses. If discussion in parliamentary assemblies, 
if public debate and private reflection can do no more than 
register conformally an already existing interest or conflict 
of interests, then there is no sense whatever in such practices 
— except as propaganda. 

The Marxist theory does not hold that men are governed by 
certain fixed and inflexible drives or instincts. On the con- 
trary, it insists that the given elements of human nature can 
be and have been manifested in many different ways and that 
as human knowledge and power grow there is enrichment 
and growth of human nature, “the endless progressive evolu- 
tion of humanity.” “By . . . acting on the external world 
and changing it,” writes Marx, man “at the same time changes 
his own nature. He develops the potentialities that slumber 
within him, and subjects these inner forces to his own 
control.” ® 

Neither does the theory expound a brand of social mechan- 
ism. The mark of a mechanistic theory of society is that it 
holds that history is uncreative, being governed by a finite 
set of laws and manifesting a finite set of predicates; that 
history continually repeats itself like the movement of heav- 
enly bodies in the Newtonian universe. But the Marxist “laws” 
are laws of endless creation. 

On those points the Marxist theory is in harmony with the 
rationalist views presented in this essay. The divergence comes 
when the Marxist theory denies a share in this power of 
creativity to human reflection and consequently to social 
discussion. It follows from this denial that, when a conflict 
of purposes arises, there is no hope of settling it by discussion 
or taking thought, individually or collectively. Chance, of 
course, may settle it without open conflict, as chance in ob- 
servations may reveal to a scientific investigator an important 
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discovery. Otherwise the conflict will break into the open, 
each party treating the other not as purpose, but as mere fact, 
until conquest by one or the other restores equilibrium. 

The Dialectical Process However, according to Marxist 
theory this conflict is not fundamentally destructive. The only 
things destroyed are certain institutions of repression. The 
technics, in the broadest sense, of the old society continue on 
in the new. For instance, the great corporate monopolies of 
late capitalism will not be destroyed by the workers, but 
will merely be taken over by them and managed, not accord- 
ing to the self-contradictory system of production for profit, 
but according to the new system of production for use 
which the trade unions already have brought into existence 
in embryo. 

This accumulation of social technics from stage to stage 
without essential loss is the dialectical process. In this process 
the conflict between the old society and the revolutionary 
class — between “thesis” and “antithesis” — does not end in 
the destruction of one or the other, but in a new society which 
embraces the characteristics of both elements — the “synthesis.” 
The thesis and antithesis are neither contraries nor contradic- 
tories in the sense in which these terms are used in Aristotelian 
logic. For in that case they would be mutually exclusive. They 
are rather “opposites” in the Hegelian sense; that is, diverse 
factors which yet combine in a real unity. 

That diverse elements often do join together to make a 
new unity is a notion which, as we have seen, considerable 
evidence supports. Dewey’s means-consequence relation em- 
bodies this principle and when in the next Part we examine 
Whitehead’s theory of nature we shall find that this prin- 
ciple is fundamental to his doctrine of creative advance. 

What is being pointed out here is the peculiar use which 
Marxist theory makes of the dialectical principle. This theory 
holds that history is divided into stages in which one form 
of society succeeds another dialectically. That succession. 
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in other words, is not the succession of a series of different 
and mutually exclusive elements. Like the means-consequence 
relation, it is a creative and cumulative process in which each 
new stage includes and goes beyond the previous one. 

Here is the heart of the Marxist faith in progress. Here 
also is the doctrine which saves the Marxist denial of creativity 
to human thought from leading to pessimism. Marxism holds 
that mind can only register conformally what fact presents 
to it. Mind cannot invent, but only discover, new social pat- 
terns and practices. If there is change in history, that is not 
because a mind or a parliamentary assembly planned it that 
way. All that such agencies can do is enable men to repeat what 
they already are doing. Where change occurs it is because 
of the unplanned, blind consequences of their acts, for ex- 
ample, the creation of the great city, the rise of the modern 
proletariat, the recurrence of depressions during late capital- 
ism. But thanks to the dialectical process these blind con- 
sequences invariably lead not to destruction and loss, but to so- 
cial growth. The revolutions which mark the passage from 
one stage to another are not fundamentally destructive. They 
alter and finally eliminate certain organs of repression which 
the Marxists call the “state,” but the essential knowledge and 
social technics of the old order continue on in the new. 

Politics and Social Interests Marxist theory holds, first, that 
conflicts of social interests can be settled, not by reflection 
and discussion, but only by violence; and secondly, that the 
violence of such conflicts is not fundamentally destructive, 
but progressive. Given these two assumptions, it is not hard 
to see why Marxist theorists should sing the praises of vio- 
lence, of “the iron broom of history.” We shall better under- 
stand the Marxist theory if we contrast it briefly with one view 
of the liberal-democratic tradition. 

In social conflicts the contending parties may simply per- 
sist in their old habits and refuse to take thought together. 
When a parliamentary assembly, for instance, becomes the 
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battle ground for interests which are inflexible in their de- 
mands, then the hope of a creative solution vanishes. In such 
a case, politics merely registers the conflicts of interests in 
society, but does nothing to solve them, except as the con- 
quest of one over the other may be regarded as a solution. 

However, this is not by any means always the case in polit- 
ical controversy. Suppose we grant that representatives in 
parliamentary bodies usually represent a certain interest or 
set of interests. We must still admit that discussion around 
and in parliamentary bodies often enables these representatives 
to get a more enlightened view of what their particular in- 
terests require in the way of government policy. It may enable 
them to see a common interest which they have with other 
interests, but which they had not seen before; it may enable 
them to work out new arrangements constituting a new 
common interest. In both ways representatives and factions, 
which at the outset of discussion were in conflict, may come 
to agreement. 

This outline of a defense of democratic methods does not 
rest on a belief that people will, or should, act against their 
own self-interest. It does not say that democracy works only 
when groups surrender their self-interest to the general good. 
It holds merely that discussion may enable conflicting groups 
to come to agreement by giving them a more enlightened 
view of the means to their ends. Indeed, it would hold that a 
general good which did not include the self-interests of its 
parts was a fraud. 

People sometimes say with a sneer or a sigh that political 
policies “reflect” social interests and that parliamentary bodies 
are the battle ground where contending interests pursue their 
objects. We can admit this and still be far from giving up 
democracy and falling into the arms of the Marxist. A demo- 
crat may admit this, or indeed insist on it. But he also insists 
that the representative process can be creative, that the struggle 
of interests when taken from the market place to the talking 
shop fairly often gives rise to a policy which embodies the de- 
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mands of the interests and yet goes beyond them to state a 
public interest. What he denies is the Marxist view that these 
policies merely conform to the interests behind them and that 
the struggle of interests in democratic discussions can be no 
more than a disguised form of civil war. 

If the view sketched here is a fair version, so far as it goes, 
of the liberal-democratic tradition then its points of agree- 
ment and disagreement with Marxism are clear. With Marxist 
theory this present version of liberalism would agree that the 
great theme of history is the struggle for concrete freedom. 
In this respect it would find more affinity with Marxism than 
with some other versions of liberalism. It would hold, for 
instance, that the Marxist conception of the infinite progress 
of human knowledge is far more satisfying than the program 
of the champions of the Consumptive State whose utmost 
dream of the destiny of man goes not one jot beyond Mr. 
Hoover’s “two cars in every garage.” 

The divergence of the present version of liberalism from 
Marxist theory is emphatic. It springs from the Marxist in- 
sistence on the futility of discussion and the need and inevi- 
tability of violence. This is the point where the liberal, old or 
new, must refuse to go along with the Marxist. It is the point 
where the theory of democracy diverges from the doctrine 
of class struggle and violent revolution. This divergence fol- 
lows from the fact that one doctrine accepts, the other rejects, 
a belief in the creativity of human intelligence. 

Determinism, Economic and Dialectical We reject the 
Marxist doctrine.that political policies will conform identically 
with social interests already in existence. We deny that polit- 
ical policies cannot alter creatively the institutions through 
which the struggle with nature is carried on. We assert that 
political planning can do more than slavishly try to preserve 
the status quo. 

The doctrine which we reject, it seems to me, is the heart 
of the Marxist variety of “economic” determinism. However, 
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we must distinguish this doctrine from another branch of 
Marxist theory which is often spoken of as part of Marxist 
determinism. This is the theory of the dialectical process, that 
is, the cumulative succession of freer, more civilized, more pro- 
ductive societies. 

In what sense can you call a theory deterministic which 
holds, as Marxism does, that the processes of history are truly 
creative? One clear sense of the word determinism we have al- 
ready discussed. It is determinism in the sense of causal con- 
formation, to use a phrase of Whitehead’s. Now in the dia- 
lectical process there is a measure of such determinism, since 
the later stages of history include the characteristics of the 
earlier stages. However, each succeeding stage, each new 
society, also goes beyond the previous ones, and constitutes 
a genuine historical creation. 

Since this new society never existed before in history, there 
remains only one sense in which it could have been determined. 
It may have have been determined in that it came from “out- 
side history”; that is, in the sense that it was the actualization 
of an idea or purpose. If the processes of history are not deter- 
ministic in the conformal sense, then they may yet be deter- 
ministic in the teleological sense. 

According to such a view, the new entities in history fol- 
low from the real possibilities of the elements which came to- 
gether to make them. Some of these possibilities may have been 
actualized before in the world. But the unique character of an 
entity proceeds from the real potentiality of its antecedents 
to come together as this entity. 

These are notions which we shall examine in the next Part. 
Here it can at least be emphasized that determinism of the 
teleological variety is something very different from that of 
the conformal variety. It should hardly be called determinism, 
for it is consistent with freedom, in the sense of creativity. The 
new entities which occur in such a process have not occurred 
before. Their coming into existence really accomplishes some- 
thing and adds something — ^which had to be added. 
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Marxist transcendentalism This kind of determinism has a 
transcendentalist sound. But is it so far from Marxism? How, 
for instance, can a Marxist talk about the future (as he con- 
tinually does) unless he believes in something transcendental? 
Here before him are the “given” facts of the present world. 
He will not find the future among them. Then what is he 
talking about when he speaks of the future? What do his words 
“refer” to? Surely not to anything he can clearly perceive. 

But the Marxist future is not just a mere tomorrow. It is 
an inevitably progressive future. The dialectical process is not 
just a tendency of history; it is the law of history. What can 
this mean except what transcendental optimists have always 
meant, namely, that an Infinite Purpose surely manifests it- 
self in the affairs of men? At the heart of the dialectical pro- 
cess, we find that Absolute Idea or Purpose which Hegel said 
was unfolding in the world, but which the founders of Marx- 
ism contemptuously professed to have got rid of. 

Of course, Marxists have always insisted that they were 
“materialists,” that the “ultimate reality” of the objective 
world is “matter.” But these are words. What kind of “mat- 
ter” can they be said to believe in when their theory goes on 
to endow it with the properties of “mind”? Materialism, as 
a theory of nature, has commonly been taken to mean that the 
fundamental entities of the world are separate, impenetrable, 
and wholly without internal relations. Above all, it means that 
the world excludes purpose or design;, what happens, happens, 
but you cannot account for it on the ground of a preexisting 
plan. The Marxist rejects this brand of materialism as nondia- 
lectical.® The properties which he finds in the world include 
cumulation, creativity, and purpose. A world so characterized 
is hardly a materialistic world. 

The underlying faith in a Purpose which guarantees sheer 
progress in the affairs of men is of the essence of Marxism. It 
is one element in the intense contrast which this theory 
makes between the impotence of man and the grandeur of his 
destiny. There are many theories which promise man a heav- 
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enly consummation, but usually they also insist that his own 
efforts and decisions have a small, but integral, part in bring- 
ing about that end. 

In Marxist theory one of these elements is exaggerated, the 
other depreciated. The Heaven which is promised mankind is 
not mysterious and hidden, but is, and will be, infinitely un- 
folded before our eyes. There is a single continuum of human 
history within which the infinite and unbroken progress of 
the race takes place. At the same time, this progress is wholly 
the work of the blind forces. Human thought is not in the 
slightest creative, but merely registers the growing advance 
of knowledge, power, and freedom. 

Froblem of relativity and posttdate of Progress This faith in 
progress is also that element in the theory which at once raises 
the problem of the relativity of truth and opens a way by 
which Marxism may save itself from self-destruction at the 
hands of this doctrine. It creates that problem because, from 
a belief in the infinite progress of human knowledge, it fol- 
lows that what we know at any particular time is small and 
inadequate when compared with all that is to be known. 
Obviously, if you are going to hold out to man a great future 
for investigating society and nature, you are obliged implicitly 
to disparage his present state of enlightenment. 

Science, writes Engels in the Anti-Duhring, seeks “the 
formulation in thought of an exact picture of the world system 
in which we live.” But it is impossible that we should ever 
get such a formulation. For, he continues, “if at any time in 
the evolution of mankind such a final, conclusive system of 
the interconnections within the world — physical as well as 
mental and historical — were brought to completion, this would 
mean that human knowledge had reached its limit, and, from 
the moment when society had been brought into accord with 
that system, further historical evolution would be cut short — 
which would be an absurd idea, pure nonsense. Mankind there- 
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fore finds itself faced with a contradiction: on the one hand, 
it has to gain an exhaustive knowledge of the world system in 
all its interrelations; and on the other hand, because of the na- 
ture both of man and of the world system, this task can never 
be completely fulfilled.”^® Which contradiction, he goes on to 
say, is “the main lever of all intellectual advance.” 

Again, he writes farther along in the Anti-Diibring, while 
discussing the growth of concrete freedom: “But how young 
the whole of human history still is, and how ridiculous it would 
be to attempt to ascribe any absolute validity to our present 
views, is evident from the simple fact that all past history can 
be characterised as the history of the epoch from the practical 
discovery of the transformation of mechanical motion into 
heat up to that of the transformation of heat into mechanical 
motion.” 

The problem is this: If all knowledge is relative to a cer- 
tain society or class, then what of Marxism? Shall we ascribe 
“absolute validity” to its theory of the past, present, and fu- 
ture? Its predictions like all predictions are founded upon 
partial knowledge and hence may or may not come true. 
Here the Marxist practice of “psychologizing” its ppponents 
has been turned on Marxism. The outcome is a doubt of all 
knowledge and prediction, the Marxist variety included. 

In this way the notion that history is progressive raises the 
problem of the relativity of truth. However, as that notion 
is stated in the Marxist theory, it opens a possible way of solv- 
ing the problem, although at the cost of grossly violating 
the facts. 

According to Marxist theory there is sheer progress and ac- 
cumulation as each new social synthesis includes and goes be- 
yond the preceding society. If you hold that history, as fact, 
is wholly progressive, you may also argue that the truth which 
is founded upon the facts of one period will also hold good 
in a later period, although in an unpredictable context. Your 
predictions will not describe the whole of the future, but 
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neither will they describe anything which is excluded from 
that future. They will be incomplete, but not incompatible 
with the facts. 

Consequently, you might maintain that while Marxism as 
a body of truth will continually be transformed as history 
accumulates, no part of it will fail to hold good, although 
the whole will be continually added to and reinterpreted. In 
this way, for instance, you might say the original doctrine 
of Marx has been reinterpreted, but not contradicted, by 
Lenin’s theory of imperialism and Palme Dutt’s theory of 
fascism. 

The idea can be applied to the question with which the pre- 
vious chapter ended. The life-course of an individual, of a na- 
tion, of a whole social system may seem senseless because of 
the discontinuities of history and nature. The truth held by 
a man or group or age sometimes works, and sometimes does 
not. Therefore, it appears, as the skeptic suggests, that truth 
never really does the work; that purpose is radically cut off 
from consequence. But all this is only appearance, according 
to the postuate of progress accepted by Marxism. Particular 
truths in history, and the men and institutions they inform, 
seem to fail, but in reality they do not. Nothing important 
is really lost. The relative truths of individuals and societies 
live on in ever wider syntheses and are fulfilled in the vaster 
continuum of advancing civilization. 

History a problem, not a solution The postulate of progress 
may make Marxism internally consistent in regard to this 
problem. But it also makes that theory, and any other philos- 
ophy of history which accepts it, a travesty of the facts. Let 
us waive the sophisticated objection that even if all past history 
had been pure progress, there would still be lacking grounds 
for predicting what the future would be. For the simple fact 
is that past history has not been pure progress and accumula- 
tion from synthesis to wider synthesis. Great civilizations have 
come into existence, flourished mightily, and then suffered 
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decadence and destruction, passing on to later ages only frag- 
ments of their culture. 

Sometimes we can explain apparent destruction by showing 
how there has been growth and the formation of a new syn- 
thesis. But sometimes we cannot explain destruction away. 
In the history of the race as in personal experience, there are 
terrible incompatibilities which are followed not by creation 
but by destruction. “History,” as Reinhold Niebuhr once 
said in a sermon, “does not solve problems; history is a prob- 
lem.” 

History is our problem. Or perhaps it is better to use a 
broader term and say that experience is our problem. The 
problem of experience is that it is discontinuous. Within it, 
as within the history of cultures, there are periods of growth. 
Then there is decay or sudden extinction. What follows 
bears only traces, few or many, or perhaps even none, of what 
went before. There is not just one single continuum of ever- 
increasing progress and growth. There are many continua; a 
multi-verse, not a universe. That at any rate is the common 
sense of it: everything is infected with mortality. So far as 
experience or history can tell us, pluralism is the last word. 
That is, death is the last word. 

In our more naive states of mind, we may be unaware of this. 
Children sometimes act as if nothing could harm them; as if 
they were immortal. Whole societies sometimes get in the sim- 
ple-minded condition of thinking that nothing can ever bring 
to an end their prosperity and those peculiar methods by 
which they pursue it. 

The philosopher of history may construct some majestic 
scheme of progress, purporting to show how there has been 
a steady growth in the power and knowledge of Western man. 
But it is impossible to overlook the hideous waste. Cultures, 
arts, ideas, have come into existence and been trampled out 
leaving only faint traces on succeeding generations. Our his- 
torical reconstructions give us hints of what those lost ages 
were like. But even the best history is a kind of taxidermy. 
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With these few bones and old feathers we make an image, 
but it will never fly. 

Can we expect any more of the future than we know of 
the past? We must hold that the truths possessed by these dead 
peoples and cultures were only contingent, only possible. That 
is, they could, and did, hold of fact; but they were not cer- 
tainties; they held only for “a time.” Are we then to say that 
our truths, for the first time in history, are certainties? That 
they cannot prove false? That our society cannot perish? 

Experience affords us little ground for answering “yes.” 
But if you grant that your truths, your best truths, are con- 
tingent, how can you take them seriously? How, when you 
are faced with alternative ways of acting or predicting, can 
you decide between them? For they are all simply possibilities 
and the fact that your experience leads to one as the “most 
probable” is close to insignificant. 

What we must have is a defense of our best knowledge. 
We must have some reason for acting on the “most probable” 
knowledge of consequences; for banishing the suggestion that 
in the end it is all a matter of luck, chance, accident. That is 
the problem of irrationalism: the lack of a reason to trust our 
own best knowledge and science. 

In a sense, what we need is a defense of experience against 
itself. There is such a defense. But, as we shall see, it also 
springs from experience. What we need is a deeper empiricism, 
a deeper pragmatism than has yet appeared. 




PART THREE 




CHAPTER EIGHT 



The problem is: what will the future do to our plans 
and the things which we have already created through them? 
This is not just a problem which touches the planner or the 
student of history. It is one of the commonest feelings of men: 
Where am I going? What is the meaning of my present job, 
of my life, of the society and nation of which I am a member? 

When we look back we are balked on all sides by limits to 
our knowledge of origins and of the causes and roots of pres- 
ent events; our knowledge of history and nature is never ex- 
haustive. Beyond these limits lies a mere It, a Something 
whence we sprang. When we look forward, we find another 
such limit immediately before us. Our fate even in the next 
moment is uncertain. What happens to us depends, not only 
upon our intentions, but also upon the blind forces of history 
and nature, upon the It or Something which is the world we 
never made. These tender hopes and plans of youth, what 
will the objective world do to them? This confident round 
of habits and institutions on which our society sets its bless- 
ing, can it survive the blows of reality? These creations of 
our civilization, what place will history have for them? 

What is this source from which things appear and into 
which they disappear? Is it chaos: the senseless clash of many 
isolated and incompatible centers of being? Or is it an order: 
a something which in part preserves and corresponds to the 
lesser, transient orders of my existence and my society? In all 
ages and in various moods, practical and poetic, emotional and 
dryly intellectualist, men have asked this question. In it lies 
that wonder which Plato held to be the beginning of philos- 
ophy. From it also issues that not ignoble fear, which some 
have regarded as the beginning of wisdom. 
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A nameless thegn of Edwin, king of Northumbria in the 
seventh century, stated this question in an unforgettable image. 
Bede records his words spoken at a witan of 627 a.d. at which 
the king was converted to Christianity. 

“The present life of man, O king,” he said, “seems to me, 
in comparison of that time which is unknown to us, like to the 
swift flight of a sparrow through the room wherein you sit 
at supper in winter with your commanders and ministers, and 
a good fire in the midst, whilst the storms of rain and snow 
prevail abroad; the sparrow, I say, flying in at one door and 
immediately out at another, whilst he is within, is safe from 
the wintry storm; but after a short space of fair weather, he 
immediately vanishes out of your sight, into the dark winter 
from which he had emerged. So this life of man appears for 
a short space, but of what went before or of what is to follow, 
we are utterly ignorant. If, therefore, this new doctrine con- 
tains something more certain, it seems justly to deserve to be 
followed.” ^ 

Here is the primordial experience and problem of philos- 
ophy. To be conscious is to have plans and purposes to which 
we struggle to make the unknown future conform. To be 
conscious that this is what we are doing, that is, to be self- 
conscious; to ask the question, “What is the status of our 
knowledge and purposes over against this Other?” is to ask the 
first question of philosophy. No matter how narrowly we 
may state the problem of purpose, on thought it will soon 
reveal the outlines of this larger question. 

Men ask this question because it is forced on them by ex- 
perience. Yet it must be admitted that it is not inevitable that 
a man should ask this question or feel the wonder and fear 
which it may inspire. A child does not, and that is part of 
its charm. For a child, the simple set of means and consequences 
which it understands seems to exhaust the possibilities of the 
universe. In its naivete there is something of ojnniscience. 

One might erect naivete into a first principle. One might 
say that in experience he finds only the “given” — certain 
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plain, unadulterated facts. To talk about something beyond 
these facts which somehow is, and which is yet unknown, is 
to talk nonsense. Why conjure up a noumenon behind this 
phenomenon? If you have perceived something, then by that 
token you know what it is. If you have not perceived it, then 
you know nothing about it and so cannot say that it is. 

This view may sound nonsensical, yet there is a tendency 
for thinkers to try to find a resting place in it, safe from the 
tortured controversies of reflective thought. The skeptic, for 
instance, sometimes adopts this position. He may deny that we 
perceive that there is a source from which our perceptions 
originate and to which they refer and which is yet different 
from them. It follows that to speak of that which lies beyond 
what you have clearly perceived is to talk nonsense. 

The positivist habit of mind also inclines to fall into this 
brand of naivete. The positivist records what he has clearly 
seen and will say nothing more about the matter. Indeed, he 
is so concerned with the clear parts of experience that he gets 
to the point of denying there are any vague parts. He would 
like to solve our problem by denying that it exists. 

This is undoubtedly an ingenious suggestion. If only we 
could get people to accept it, it would banish an enormous 
sum of worry and troubled thought from the world. Whatever 
happened to us as practical men or scientific investigators; 
whatever we perceived clearly, we should accept as fact. So 
far as we concerned ourselves about the future, we should do 
so only on the expectation that it would be like the clearly 
perceived past. 

Such a mood would put an end to that amount of scientific 
inquiry which starts from the belief that one can know that 
there is something unknown and that, therefore, inquiry 
may be worth while. It would no doubt also make our states- 
men and men of practical affairs either unduly complacent, 
if the past as they saw it had been full of good fortune; or 
else quite desperate, if they viewed the past as unhappy. Still 
who can deny that in a sense such ignorance would be bliss? 
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There is no single way of stating the problem of purpose. 
Practical men, poets, historians, philosophers, all have their 
peculiar way of stating and, if possible, solving it. Within 
the intricately wrought debates of philosophy itself the ques- 
tion takes many forms. For the person interested in planning, 
the most striking form is the problem of prediction or induc- 
tion: “the divination of some characteristics of a particular 
future from the known characteristics of a particular past.”^ 
Our discussion should have enabled us to see why, in White- 
head’s words, “the theory of Induction is the despair of phi- 
losophy.”® 

The problem can also be stated as a problem of epistemol- 
ogy: What is the relation of subject and object, of knower 
and known? Or, in various forms, as a problem of ethics: Can 
men in any sense be held responsible for their acts, or are they 
at the mercy of blind forces? Can men achieve any concrete 
freedom, or will their knowledge always fall so far short 
of the problems of the world that their history will lie always 
beyond their control? Is evil in the shape of discontinuity and 
destruction an ultimate fact, or is it somehow overruled? 

The particular problems connected with special ways of 
asking this question must not be disregarded. Yet it is well to 
see that when we ask what is the status of human purpose we 
touch upon a larger problem underlying many special formu- 
lations. That problem is commonly called the relation between 
Appearance and Reality. Human purpose is an appearance. 
It issued from a source which it did not make and which 
it does not understand; likewise it will sooner or later disap- 
pear into an unknown future. What is this Reality from which 
our purposes emerge and into which they disappear? Is it 
chaos or an order? 

This is an old problem and in the present Part we shall 
develop an old and familiar hypothesis which purports to solve 
it. We shall examine ideas derived from Plato and from the 
Old and New Testaments. Our object is not Platonic or 
Biblical criticism, but rather a simple search for certain gen- 
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eral ideas which deal with our problem. After stating these 
ideas in their older form, we shall take time to examine the 
shape given them in the work of a modem professional philos- 
opher, Alfred North Whitehead. 

The central hint which we shall find and develop is that the 
source from which we come and into which we go is not 
chaos, but an order. In particular, it is the hypothesis that all 
things which have existed, or do exist, or will exist are gov- 
erned, not by many powers, but by One Power and that this 
Power by making and using all things, including our plans and 
purposes, thereby makes sense of them. The last word there- 
fore is not death and destruction, but somehow life beyond 
life. 



CHAPTER NINE 


THE SEARCH FOR PURPOSE: 
NATURE PHILOSOPHY AND 
PLATONISM 

Often when a man is beset by problems of everyday life, 
he finds it a tonic to take a walk in the country. Similarly, 
when he is troubled by the thought of the mortality of human 
purpose and the flux of things, he may turn to the study of na- 
ture. Here he examines a record which, so far as he can 
ensure, is purged of human fabrication. Perhaps this record 
will, so to speak, return a more objective answer to his ques- 
tion than history. He does not ask so much for proofs as for 
plausible hypotheses. Having come across these, he can then 
try to work them up into more rigorous and adequate doctrine. 

Ends in Nature There are two facts, often noted, which 
may give him hope that flux and perishing are not final. The 
first is that the flux often seems to be engaged in accomplish- 
ing “ends” or purposes; the second, that throughout time and 
space certain familiar patterns or “laws” recur. 

Suppose that he is trying to explain to a child in the simplest 
terms how a flower comes into existence. He starts with the 
seed, relating how it is blown by the wind into some crevice in 
the ground where a covering of earth and leaves protects it 
while it begins its growth. Then, he continues, rain.soaks down 
from the surface to provide water for the germinating seed; 
the sun warms the ground and in time, after the snow has 
melted, the seed puts its first shoots above ground. Its roots 
go down and draw up nourishment; its leaves spread out, ab- 
sorbing needed elements from the sunlight and giving off 
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waste products. The cooperation of many things produces the 
full-grown plant. 

At this point he catches himself and reflects on the extra- 
ordinary things he has been saying. What does he mean “co- 
operation?” Unlike men in community, the parts of nature do 
not know what they are doing. Does he mean then that there is 
somehow embedded within them a law or purpose which 
makes each perform its function and directs all parts toward 
a further end? Oddly, that is the hypothesis which is sug- 
gested. 

For one thing, the elements in this process of making a 
flower do not come and immediately go. The seed sheds its 
husk but the embryo continues on, though in a new form. 
The nourishment drawn from water, soil, and air does not 
vanish, but takes on a new shape within the plant. Much of 
the perishing of things here was only apparent, not real. The 
old is altered, but maintained, in the new. Dewey writes: “The 
growth and development of any living organism from seed 
to maturity illustrates the meaning of continuity.” ^ 

Furthermore, when we look at the completed process, it 
seems that from the start the plant was already within the 
seed and other elements, not actually, of course, but poten- 
tially. These things had the power to make or become a flower. 
And this power was not just latent and merely possible. When 
we consider the elements all coming together, the flower was 
that which they were going to become; in other words, their 
purpose or end. To use Whitehead’s language a little crudely, 
we might say that here end and elements are mutually im- 
manent in one another. 

Now, a man coming upon this suggestion may know very 
well that the old Naturphilosophie is out of favor and that 
many theorists ridicule the notion that there are entelechies 
in the world. Still solutions to these problems are not so easily 
come by that he can afford to dismiss without a thought this 
persisting impression that nature, entertains ends or purposes. 
When he looks around him at the familiar processes of nature. 
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he does not find simply a succession of isolated particles or 
moments. These particles or moments often seem to hang to- 
gether. They seem to start by aiming at something, and to 
create in the process a single, integral thing, a whole or indi- 
vidual. 

One finds such wholes or individuals in some of the familiar 
cycles of nature. In the growth of flowers and trees; in the 
vast, integrated life of the forest; in the round of the seasons 
itself where each part seems to perform a function preparing 
the way for the next, there is this hint of purpose, and the 
suggestion that destruction is not always final. 

Recurrence of patterns It is not likely that a man will notice 
this first fact, the evidence of wholes, apart from the second, 
the recurrence of patterns. The presence of wholes or in- 
dividuals in nature shows that it is not utterly against the char- 
acter of nature that there should be endurance along with 
change. Yet we must also see that these wholes themselves 
sooner or later perish. The curious fact of recurrence now 
suggests that even this disappearance may not be final. For 
one thing, while the whole or individual may in one sense 
perish, in another sense it does not, since its pattern may in 
large part reappear again and again. It disappears in actuality, 
but remains on in potentiality. 

But what is particularly interesting, the recurrence of pat- 
terns suggests that these potentialities are a system; that they 
constitute one, organized potentiality or power and not many 
disconnected ones. For we find that nature does not do “just 
anything,” forever creating totally new and different things, 
one after another. The peculiar feature of its creativity is that 
in its new things there are always identities with the old. That 
potentiality or pattern which appeared here today also ap- 
peared there many years ago and will appear elsewhere in the 
distant future. 

Our forefathers admired, studied, and used the same kinds 
of trees we do. They were acquainted with mountains and 
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plains, running rivers, flowers, the swift round of the sea- 
sons. Men in many parts of the earth and in the most distant 
times have known these things. Is it not a little strange that 
these same natures should repeat themselves in so many di- 
verse connections and at such great distances from one an- 
other? 

If nature were governed by many separate powers aiming 
at many different purposes, we should expect to find each 
of its parts quite unlike. But, instead, we find always in the 
differences many identities. These patterns which we trace 
again and again are not exclusive of one another, but are 
continually appearing in one another’s company. Indeed, this 
seems to be the way nature creates, by ever-new combinations 
of familiar elements. Shall we say then that nature is governed 
not by many isolated powers, but by a single power which 
reaches to all its parts? 

So Emerson thought. “A rule of one art, or a law of one 
organization,” he wrote in Nature, “holds true throughout 
nature. So intimate is this Unity, that, it is easily seen, it lies 
under the undermost garment of nature, and betrays its 
source in Universal Spirit.”^ But what Emerson was particu- 
larly at pains to point out was the significance of this unity 
for man. Many of the patterns which recur in nature also 
occur in the life of man. The analogies which we trace be- 
tween the various parts of nature also make them resemble 
parts of human history. 

“What is a farm,” he wrote, “but a mute gospel? The chaff 
and the wheat, weeds and plants, blight, rain, insects, sun — 
it is a sacred emblem from the first furrow of spring to the 
last stack which the snow of winter overtakes in the fields. 
But the sailor, the shepherd, the miner, the merchant, in their 
several resorts, have each an experience precisely parallel, and 
leading to the same conclusions: because all organizations 
are radically alike.”® 

The evidence of a purpose in the world applies to man as 
well as to nature. It would indicate that our purposes are 
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not in a fundamentally hostile world, but in one which some- 
how uses and treasures them along with all other created 
things. 

The Hypothesis of One Power in the Republic If a man will 
turn with our question in mind to a reading of Plato, he will 
find, I think, that Plato’s conclusion was something like this 
conclusion. If he accepts what Plato says, he will feel that at 
bottom the world is governed by a single power and that this 
power is an idea. In other words, that there is one purpose 
immanent in the world. 

In the opening parts of the Republic, for instance, he will 
follow an argument which is similar in form to that of the 
Naturphilosophie which we have been developing here. The 
question is the nature of Justice. But as Socrates, the principal 
speaker, is careful to point out, the dialogue is not trying to 
elaborate a proof, but merely to make an exposition. For 
instance, Socrates argues that since the arts of the shepherd, 
the pilot, the doctor, and others aim at some good for their 
subjects, so must the art of governing aim at the good of the 
governed. Obviously this is not a proof. Rather it is intended 
to imply that since there is commonly harmony and co- 
operation in the world, disharmony and oppression run coun- 
ter to the fundamental tendency of things. 

That fundamental tendency of things which society as 
well as all nature is trying to express is rooted in the “ideas.” 
It is not for me to say precisely what Plato means by the 
ideas. They do not comprise ideas of “mud, filth, and hair.” 
Neither are they confined to the mathematical forms. They 
are akin to the patterns whose recurrence caught our attention 
in the first part of this chapter. 

The important thing to note about them here is that they 
are not merely definitions or class concepts which a man might 
arrive at by observing the identities in things. Neither are 
they moralistic ideas which ought to be realized, but which 
the world in fact may disregard. They are ends or purposes; 
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that is, patterns with power. They are not passive, but active. 
They cause things to happen in the world, not, so to speak, 
by forcing them from behind, but rather by being that which 
the things of the flux strive to become, even though they may 
never perfectly satisfy this striving. Being wary of the sug- 
gestion of final causes, we should prefer, like Dewey, to call 
them “tendencies.” Yet we can hardly deny that in nature and 
history these “tendencies,” or “real possibilities” or “probabili- 
ties,” are an important part of the objective facts. In short, 
the facts themselves, apart from any observing mind, clearly 
seem to have an ideal aspect. 

In the Republic we meet the hypothesis of One Power 
directly when Plato touches on the idea of good. The idea 
of good is the highest of the ideas. It is “that which imparts 
truth to the known and the power of knowing to the 
knower.”^ It is “not only the author of knowledge to all things 
known, but of their being and essence.” Unfortunately this 
conception of the good which pervades the whole dialogue 
and gives importance to its parts is hardly more than men- 
tioned and is left vague and unexplained. Socrates consents 
to explain it only metaphorically, “for,” he says, “to reach 
what is now in my thoughts would be an effort too great for 
me.”« 

This much remains unmistakably clear; that among the 
ideas there is a highest; that the lesser powers and purposes are 
not left in chaos, but are related by or in a single power. As 
the sun is to sight, so is the idea of good to knowledge and 
being. Whatever it is, it is One. It is this view which makes 
Plato the follower not of Heraclitus, but of Parmenides. 

The problem of necessity in Plato If we turn to a later 
dialogue, the Timaeus, the notion that there is one power ap- 
pears as the fundamental premise of the myth of creation 
set out there. In the beginning, according to the narrator, 
Timaeus, “the father and maker of all this universe” created 
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the world in the likeness of the eternal pattern. “Are we right,” 
he continues, “in saying that there is one world, or that they 
are many and infinite? There must be one only, if the created 
copy is to accord with the original.”’ For, since the original 
pattern included all intelligible essences or ideas, so must its 
copy, the world, include all perceptible things. As there is 
one all-inclusive plan, so is there one all-inclusive realization. 

But here, when we try to understand this unity of the 
world, we run into our great problem. For if the world 
is One, then, to put it simply, its parts must hang together. 
However, in fact, the parts of the world sometimes hang to- 
gether, and sometimes do not. Along with coherence and 
growth, there go incoherence and destruction; along with 
order, disorder. In that case, the created world is not an order, 
but chaos. 

Consider, for instance, the notable passages in the Timaeus 
concerning “necessity.” After describing how the creator 
made the world in accord with the eternal pattern and en- 
dowed it with soul and intelligence, Timaeus turns to another 
side of creation, “the things which come into being through 
necessity.” “For,” he continues, “the creation is mixed, being 
made up of necessity and mind. Mind, the ruling power, per- 
suaded necessity to bring the greater part of created things 
to perfection, and thus and after this manner in the beginning 
when the influence of reason got the better of necessity, 
the universe was created.”® 

In this passage, necessity appears as a secondary power of 
some kind which mind or purpose struggles with and in great 
measure triumphs over. The similarity of necessity to what 
have been called in this book “the blind forces” or “the ir- 
rationality of the world” is even more clearly seen in another 
passage. “The lover of intellect and knowledge,” says Timaeus, 
“ought to explore causes of intelligent nature first of all, and, 
secondly, of those things which, being moved by others, are 
compelled to move others. And this is what we too must do. 
Both kinds of causes should be acknowledged by us, but a 
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distinction should be made between those which are endowed 
with mind and are the workers of things fair and good, and 
those which are deprived of intelligence and always pro- 
duce chance effects without order or design.”® 

Here in necessity or “variable cause” we have cause which 
is without law or intelligence. Here is a necessity “which 
knows no law.” It is to be distinguished from that cause 
which aims at an end, that is, purpose. This force or thing, 
necessity, can be used to explain why the world fails to ex- 
emplify uniformly that order and harmony which proceeds 
from the orderly and harmonious creator. For here is some- 
thing which is independent of the creator and the eternal 
pattern and which accounts for some of the facts of the 
world, even though mind was able to persuade it to bring 
the greater part of created things to perfection. 

This notion of necessity could be developed until it be- 
came a principle of “matter” or “evil,” independent from 
and opposed to the divine principle of mind. Possibly that is 
the construction to be put on Plato’s doctrine, making it a 
kind of Manichaean dualism. But a world in which there are 
two independent forces. Good and Evil, Mind and Matter, is 
not a world governed by One Power, nor is it a world in 
which human purpose makes sense. 

Here is the great difficulty of N aturphilosophie and the 
attempt to infer the existence of a single purpose from the 
facts as we see them. Admittedly the facts show a considerable 
measure of order. The supposition of a single power is not 
wholly out of accord with them. But it also has to be granted 
that this supposition does not by any means fit all the facts. 
As we have observed again and again, one of the common 
features of the world is discontinuity and destruction. 

If we are going to hold that the world expresses a single 
purpose, then, we cannot admit that there is any real loss or 
destruction or discontinuity in the world’s process. For if 
there is, then the world achieves not a single end, but more 
than one; it is not a universe, but a multiverse. 
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It is Plato’s abiding conviction that there is a single purpose 
immanent in the world. Yet he must also record that what 
we often find is not unity, but plurality. He does not suc- 
ceed in reconciling these two insights. For a more hopeful 
issue we must turn to other sources. 



CHAPTER TEN 


THE STRUGGLE FOR 
EXISTENCE: 


From the dialogues of Plato, we turn to the Old Testa- 
ment. From a record of the search for purpose, we turn to a 
chronicle of the struggle for existence. The children of 
Israel strove to survive and prosper. They wanted to acquire 
great flocks and herds, beget many children, triumph over 
their enemies, live to a ripe old age, and know that they 
would be represented by descendants in distant generations to 
come. 

These are common human desires. But they were felt by 
these ancient people with an uncommon intensity. Few peo- 
ples have felt as deeply as they how good it is for a man or 
a race or a nation to thrive and grow strong. Few therefore 
have been able to feel as deeply how dark and painful it is 
that destruction should overtake men and nations. Wherever 
men know the glory and terror of living they will feel a kin- 
ship with these ancient prophets, fathers, sons, and lovers. 

The Promise and the Law This is far from the mood of 
Plato. Here in the Old Testament we read, not of being and 
non-being, but of life and death; not of the idea of good, but 
of the covenant of man and God; not of the essences or laws 
of things, but of the commandments of the Lord; not of 
“necessity,” but of Satan, the Adversary. Yet here as in Plato 
we may trace our underlying problem: Chaos or order, one 
power or many? 

The covenant of laweh and Israel is the promise that the 
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plans and purposes of Israel will not be in vain. In some 
sense, they will bear fruit and their accomplishments will be 
preserved. The notion of the sense in which the promise will 
be kept changes from time to time. One might say that it 
evolves as it passes from the strong, but simple, hope for pro- 
geny of the early books to the vision of a life beyond life in 
the Gospel. At the same time, the conception of that Power 
which puts the promise into effect also evolves. The hypothe- 
sis which catches our attention and stirs our hope is that the 
fate of the world is governed not by chance, but by One 
Power. 

The story of the early books of the Old Testament turns 
around, not only the Covenant, but also the commandments 
of the Lord. On the one hand, there is laweh’s promise, oft- 
renewed, that Israel shall prosper. On the other is the law 
which He has ordered Israel to keep if it would enjoy the 
fruits of the promise. The reader is tempted to think of the 
doctrine as almost a kind of tribal humanism: If Israel will 
abide by these rules, then it will enjoy the good things of 
life. If not, it will suffer pain and punishment. 

One is especially struck by the utilitarian nature of the 
doctrine if he examines the rules and punishments which it in- 
volves. The law of sacrifice excepted, the rules and ordinances 
of Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy for the 
most part state conditions which, according to our science of 
society, should have promoted the peace and strength of the 
Jewish nation. 

Some of these rules are useful only in a few types of society. 
For instance, the laws of clean and unclean (Leviticus i i-i6) ^ 
would help preserve the health of a people of that time and 
place, but would obviously be of little use in a modern society. 
Other rules have a more general application. The Ten Com- 
mandments, for instance, protect the institutions of the family, 
marriage, and private property. They safeguard a man in 
person and reputation, and establish a cult which embraces all 
members of the tribe and excludes all others. Most of these 
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are conditions which promote the survival of societies now as 
well as then. 

Likewise, the punishments are neither supernatural nor 
moralistic. If a man breaks the Lord’s commandments, he suf- 
fers not the pangs of conscience nor the fires of hell, but 
rather present, worldly hurt. The wrath of the Lord takes 
the form of plagues, poverty, and defeat in battle, as his 
mercy takes the form of tangible goods and triumph. Con- 
sider, for instance, that grim warning toward the end of 
Leviticus which begins with these words: “But if ye will not 
hearken unto Me, and will not do all these commandments. . . 
I also will do this unto you: I will appoint terror over you, 
even consumption and fever, that shall make the eyes to fail, 
and the soul to languish; and ye shall sow your seed in vain, 
for your enemies shall eat it” (Lev. 26: 14). 

laweh was not a deity immanent in the world. Neither was 
He aloof from it. If the pains and pleasures of everyday 
life were not actually He, they were surely His work. He 
spoke to certain men from the burning bush and the whirl- 
wind. But he also spoke to common men by means of the good 
and ill which were their daily lot. Here there was no distinc- 
tion between the laws of survival and the laws of right; be- 
tween self-interest and the moral law. The commandments of 
the Lord recorded what was useful and practicable because His 
will determined what would and would not work. 

The Problem of Job Like ourselves the children of Israel 
discovered that it is not easy to get a command of the laws 
of social survival in their totality. The ways of the Lord, it 
appeared, remained mysterous even if one were acquainted 
with the Decalogue and the laws of Leviticus. Even if a man 
followed the law with the utmost fidelity, he was still liable to 
injury and suffering. This is the principle theme of one of the 
greatest of the books of the Writings, the book of Job. 

Job was “whole-hearted, and upright, and one that feared 
God, and shunned evil.” Yet evil befell Job as it should have 
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befallen only those who had broken the commandments. His 
oxen and asses were stolen by raiders and his servants were 
slain; a fire consumed his sheep; the Chaldeans made away with 
his camels, and a great wind blew in the house where his sons 
and daughters were, and they were killed. His prosperity, his 
hope of offspring, and finally, with the plague of boils, the use 
and enjoyment of his body were taken from him. 

“My face is reddened with weeping and on my eyelids is 
the shadow of death,” complained Job, “although there is no 
violence in my hands, and my prayer is pure” (Job i6; 16-17). 
He had kept the commandments. He had delivered the poor 
that cried, helped the fatherless, caused the widow’s heart to 
sing for joy, and his justice was “as a robe and a diadem.” Yet 
he now suffered the afflictions presumably reserved only for 
the wicked. Why? 

His friends gave the conventional answers. The cause of 
his suffering, they repeated, lay in his own transgressions of 
the law. “Know therefore,” said one of them, “that God 
exacteth of thee less than thine iniquity deserveth.” However, 
he continued, if Job would set his heart aright and ask for- 
giveness, then surely the Lord would relieve him (Job 1 1 ). 

Not unnaturally Job was impatient with these comfortless 
platitudes. They did not touch his problem. His problem was 
not lack of faith. He acknowledged unhesitatingly that the 
Lord was doing these things. He was ready to admit that he 
must in some manner have sinned. All he asked was to be told 
where and how. “Teach me,” he asked, “and I will hold my 
peace: and cause me to understand wherein I have erred” 
(Job 6:24). 

The conventional view was that the law and the command- 
ments already explained what the Lord expected of man. 
Prosperity or suffering sprang respectively from obeying or 
disobeying the law. But Job’s experience showed this honored 
formula did not hold. Sometimes the law worked and some- 
times it did not. The innocent often suffer and the wicked 
often prosper. 
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Often innocence suffers and wickedness prospers; there is 
no question of this. And if the Lord is the Almighty, then 
surely this is his work. For “if it be not He, who then is 
it?” (Job 9:24). But if one admits this is the Lord’s work, 
then must he not conclude that the Lord is pleased with suf- 
fering? “Is it good unto Thee,” asks Job, “that Thou shouldest 
oppress, that Thou shouldst despise the work of Thy hands?” 
(Job 10:3). 

It seems that if God is omnipotent, then we must say he 
is oppressive and unjust, while if we say he is just and that 
the sufferings of the innocent are not his work, then we must 
grant that he is not omnipotent. Job saw this dilemma many 
centuries before Hume stated it as a triumph of skepticism. 
But Job, if he did not solve it, at least refused to be discouraged 
by it. The Lord, he repeated in his patient, persistent way, is 
both almighty and just. 

Job's Problem and Ours The thoughts of Job are worth 
consulting, not for their consistency, but for their trueness to 
life. The conventional view, we would grant, could hardly 
stand up to the facts. Rewards and punishments are not equi- 
tably distributed on this earth and within the confines of his- 
tory: most of us would insist on this point emphatically. Job 
states this proposition with poignancy. He does not make 
sense of it and in the end can only reiterate his faith. Yet 
we must note that admitting these facts undermines the orig- 
inal version of the Covenant and of the Lord’s plan for the 
world. 

That version was that the Israelites would obey the law, in 
spite of much backsliding, and that in consequence they would 
enjoy prosperity and increase, individually and, above all, 
as a nation. Here in their prosperity, and also in their deserved 
suffering, was the evidence that a divine purpose ruled in the 
affairs of men. Here was evidence that One Power governed 
the world, for neither hostile man nor hostile nature had 
the power to interfere with the realization of this plan. A 
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single consistent law manifested itself in human history, thus 
making it plausible to infer that a single Power ruled over 
men. 

Job’s experience makes this version inacceptable. For now 
we see that sometimes lawful behavior brings prosperity and 
sometimes not; that sometimes, indeed, the wicked prosper 
while the innocent suffer. Therefore, the evidence for be- 
lieving in One Power is destroyed and it becomes impossible 
to believe in the covenant in the old secular sense. 

The problem is very like the problem which we found un- 
dermines Naturphilo Sophie. The trouble with the belief that 
there are particular ends in nature is that often these ends fail 
to materialize; the antecedents occur, but they have unex- 
pected consequents. Likewise, the belief that there is one pur- 
pose in nature is shaken when we see how much pointless 
destruction goes on about us. Things come into existence and 
go out of existence without seeming to have any use or purpose 
beyond their separate existence. 

Similarly, Job’s problem is that in human affairs the familiar 
laws of the Lord (or of survival) sometimes hold and some- 
times do not. The promise that lawful behavior would bring 
prosperity fails to be uniformly borne out by the facts. His- 
tory like nature remains a problem. 

If the hypothesis of One Power is to be saved, it must be 
radically reinterpreted. Regardless of all that can be said for 
it, it does not correspond to the facts as we find them. History, 
nature, experience, remain senseless and problematic. If we 
are to hold that all things are governed by a single power 
and that this power makes of them a saving order, a true 
universe, then we must hold that this order transcends history 
and nature. Only such a solution can solve the problem of 
evil and destruction with which experience confronts us. A 
vision of such an order and such a solution is the message of 
the Gospel. 

The T rue Importance of Purpose Different men will read dif- 
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ferently the words of Our Lord and the strange story of His 
life and death. And they will understand differently St. Paul’s 
incisive attempts to explain the meaning of the words and the 
story. It seems to me that if one will reexamine the account 
of these things with the idea of this study in mind, he will 
find a theory which points toward a solution of our problem. 

To begin with, the gospel of the kingdom is that there is 
another order beyond our earthly existence. Things of the 
world as we find it are mortal and so without consequence 
and meaning, except as they may be preserved in that saving 
order. Here the covenant with man is not that he and his 
children shall thrive and prosper in history. It is rather that 
they shall sooner or later die in history but that they shall 
yet live in an order which transcends history. The meek, the 
merciful, the pure in heart, shall inherit the earth as was 
promised to Abraham, but they shall inherit it, not on earth, 
but in heaven. 

In what way then are human acts and plans important? It 
is clearly impossible for men to bring about with any certainty 
the results which their plans aim at. Regardless of our good 
fortune from time to time, human weakness is a fact which 
cannot be altered. It is senseless for you to say “today or to- 
morrow we will go into such a city, and continue there a year, 
and buy and sell, and get gain; whereas ye know not what 
shall be on the morrow. For what is your life? It is even a 
vapour, that appeareth for a little time, and then vanisheth 
away. For that ye ought to say. If the Lord will, we shall live, 
and do this, or that” (James 4: 13-14).'^ 

But if we cannot control the consequences of our purposes, 
we can at least have purposes. The important thing about a 
man is not so much what he accomplishes, as what he intends. 
In short, the important thing about him is not his success, 
but his soul. 

Here, it hardly need be said, we have a principal theme of 
the Gospel. Again and again in Christ’s sayings and in St. 
Paul’s comments on them, it is repeated that what counts is 
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the inward character of a man, rather than his outward be- 
havior. “Think not,” He said on the Mount, “that I am come 
to destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, 
but to fulfill. . . Ye have heard that it was said by them of old 
time. Thou shalt not kill; and whosoever shall kill shall be in 
danger of the judgment: but I say unto you, That whosoever 
is angry with his brother without a cause shall be in danger of 
the judgment. . . Ye have heard that it was said by them of 
old time, Thou shalt not commit adultery: But I say unto you. 
That whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after her hath 
committed adultery with her already in his heart” (Matt. 5: 17- 
28). Again, St. Paul wrote to the Christians in Rome: “For 
he is not a Jew, which is one outwardly; neither is that cir- 
cumcision, which is outward in the flesh: but he is a Jew, 
which is one inwardly; and circumcision is that of the heart, 
in the spirit, and not in the letter” (Romans 2 : 28-29) • 

This notion helps reconcile two ideas which often appear 
in Christ’s teaching and which seem to be in conflict. On 
the one hand, we are adjured to do good to our fellows in this 
world. We are to be merciful and to make peace; to help 
the poor and feed the hungry; to love both neighbors and 
enemies as ourselves. In a sense, this is a more wordly ethics 
than the old law of the Levitical priesthood. For what it 
holds to be important is not a ritual or sacrifice performed 
solely to please the deity, but rather acts of helpfulness in- 
tended to aid other men. What pleases the deity is that we 
should devote ourselves wholeheartedly to trying to improve 
the world. 

Yet the teaching also is that we are to disdain this world. 
The saving order of things, as we have seen, is held to be not 
here, where all things fail and die, but beyond. Therefore you 
should “Take no thought for your life, what ye shall eat, 
or what ye shall drink; nor yet for your body, what ye shall 
put on. Is not the life more than meat, and the body than 
raiment?” (Matt. 6:25). And we are counseled to behold 
the fowls of the air and to consider the lilies of the field 
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which care neither for themselves nor for one another and yet 
are fed and clothed. 

Now, the question which one must ask is, Which shall I 
believe; That this world is important and that we should 
strive to feed, clothe, and shelter one another and to care 
for our worldly needs; or That this world is unimportant and 
that we should largely disregard its needs and problems? When 
I feed the hungry am I doing something important for them, 
or is it indifferent to them whether or not they are fed? Shall 
I conclude that since I should love my neighbor as myself 
and since for myself I take no thought for my life or what I 
eat, therefore, I need take no thought for my neighbor’s life 
and what he eats? 

The central principle of this Christian doctrine, it seems 
to me, is that by means of this other order, the kingdom of 
heaven, the things of this world are spiritualized. Our purposes 
must aim at bringing this present world ever closer to harmony 
and perfection. Thus our purposes, as the aesthetic humanist 
clearly sees, themselves gain in richness and complexity. This 
is what is important to that other order: not the soul’s objects 
as the soul sees them, but rather the character of the soul it- 
self. 

In this way, there is a reason for having a civilized will, in 
spite of the untoward consequences which often seem to flow 
from such a will; there is a reason for following our best 
knowledge, in spite of the fact that it seems only contingent. 
The world is important as a place for the maturing of souls. 

The world therefore is immensely important. It is im- 
mensely important that a man’s purposes should be as inclusive 
and his love as wide as he can possibly make them. He must 
be intensely attached to the world, seeking continually to 
deepen its harmonies. Yet at the same time he may not be 
wedded to the world. He must not accept it at its face value, 
on its own terms. He must also be detached from the world, 
understanding that its lasting consequences are not here but 
elsewhere. 



134 the city of reason 

He must not, let it be repeated, allow himself to be touched 
in the slightest by the confusion of history or the inveterate 
weakness of man. For if he accepts the propositions of this 
theory, there is nothing which can make his hope flag. No mat- 
ter how much failure he sees around him or beyond him, he 
never gives up. For he knows that no matter what may hap- 
pen here and now, all will yet be well. He will work un- 
ceasingly in this world, precisely because of his faith in the 
next. His motto is both Work and Peace. 

The Law of Love and Perfection This, it seems to me, is the 
heart of the doctrine: the notion that there is another order 
of existence and that there and there only does human pur- 
pose truly come to fruition. There are many other things 
to be said. One will ask, for instance, what kind of purpose 
he must have in order to gain entrance into this other order. 
Is it enough to conform to the old Levitical law or is some- 
thing more required? 

Christ’s reply is clear, but incredible: “Be ye therefore 
perfect, even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect” 
(Matt. 5:48). We are commanded not only to love our neigh- 
bors, but also our enemies. Our only law is love and it should 
be a universal, all-inclusive love. It follows that we are freed 
from obedience to any particular code, except as it may agree 
with the law of love. In this sense we “have been called unto 
liberty” (Galatians 5:13). We are, or should be, ruled not 
by the law, but by the Spirit, that is, by the law of love, 
which in any particular case will tell us what rule to follow. 
We are freed from rules and codes, but only in order that we 
may assume a greater burden of understanding and judgment. 

For it is obvious that this Christian ethics is not the clear 
and simple theory which, oddly, it is often held to be. Per- 
fection, it hardly need be said, is not to be attained without 
hard thought and wide knowledge. How, for instance, can 
one both love his neighbors and his enemies? A man’s enemies 
are those with whom his interests, and so his neighbors’, come 
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in conflict. As we have observed before, the law of love rec- 
ommends that he find a reconciliation of the conflicting in- 
terests. But that may not be possible, at least for the time being. 
Such a reconciling interest is an invention; a product of science 
in the broad sense of the term, and it may happen that human 
science will not be equal to many of the conflicts with which 
it is confronted. 

Likewise, freedom from a code obliges us continually to 
reexamine our purposes. We must be forever searching for 
changes in the facts which may oblige us to alter our rule 
of action in order to approach as far as possible that universal- 
ity of purpose which is our guiding principle. We can never 
remain content with a fixed personal ethics or social system, 
but must be always ready and anxious to alter and improve. 

Above all, no man can rely on convention for his guide. So 
far as he can, each man must work out his own decisions. 
“Let every man prove his own work, and then shall he have 
rejoicing in himself alone, and not in another. For every man 
shall bear his own burden” (Galatians 6:4-5). 

“The populace,” wrote Emerson in Self-Reliance, “think 
that your rejection of popular standards is a rejection of all 
standard, and mere antinomianism; and the bold sensualist 
will use the name of philosophy to gild his crimes. But the law 
of consciousness abides. . . I have my own stern claims and 
perfect circle. It denies the name of duty to many offices that 
are called duties. But if I can discharge its debts, it enables 
me to dispense with the popular code. If any one imagines 
that this law is lax, let him keep its commandment one day.”® 

The antinomian problem and faith We can try to broaden 
our purposes. Yet it is clear from the start that our own 
strength can contribute only infinitesimally to that perfect 
order which preserves all by including all. How then can 
we earn the right to enter the Kingdom? The answer is, we 
cannot earn this right. We are saved not by good works, but 
by free grace. “For all have sinned, and come short of the 
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glory of God; Being justified freely by his grace through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus” (Romans 3:23-24). Grace 
saves, and faith is the knowledge which a man has that he is 
saved.^ 

That works cannot save follows from the nature of the prob- 
lem. The problem in Job’s words is the impossibility “that 
thine own right hand can save thee.” If man is saved, if there 
is an order of things, it is clearly not of his creation. It must 
be the creation, the consequence, of that One Power which 
rules everywhere. The problem arises because man’s power 
is not enough. It follows that if there is a solution, it is owing 
to some further power. 

But then, someone is sure to object, if we are saved re- 
gardless of our acts, what is the point in trying to do good 
and keep the law of love? Is there any need to be moral? Is 
there indeed any point in it? 

There is point in being moral because the saving order 
itself is constituted by the transient orders of this world. If 
there is no realization and increase here, there can be none 
there. That order’s perfection resides in the fact that it in- 
cludes every other order in a single order. Without other 
orders, of which the harmonies of human purpose are at least 
one type, it could not be, let alone be perfect. In philosophical 
terms. Reality is composed entirely of appearances.® 

Yet the antinomian problem remains: Why should one try 
to make his purposes wider if such an effort will not help 
earn him salvation? Suppose he has faith, the knowledge that 
he is saved. Why may he now not behave as wickedly and 
foolishly as he pleases? 

The reply is to reexamine the notion of knowledge. Knowl- 
edge, as we have seen in many connections throughout this 
study, is never apart from will. Our conceptions are also our 
plans and purposes; virtue is knowledge and knowledge is 
virtue. Hence, faith, the knowledge that there is One Power 
and that therefore you are saved, also involves the purpose of 
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carrying out the will of that Power. That conception which 
makes sense of your purposes, makes sense of them as a branch 
of a single Power or Purpose which is being realized in all 
events. Therefore, if you truly believe that your purposes 
make sense, you will also believe you are an agent of that 
Power, and act accordingly. You will, as it was taught on the 
Mount, “let your light so shine before men, that 'they may see 
your good works.” There is no antinomian problem. If you 
know you are saved, you will choose to do God’s will. 

We shall have more to say on this point later. Yet it may 
be noted here that if it is well taken, it follows that the proof 
of the existence of God and a conversion to doing His will go 
hand in hand. The intellectual and emotional sides of religious 
experience are inseparably one. 

Universalism This is hardly an orthodox interpretation of the 
Gospel, although I think that in fundamentals this account 
and the Gospel are in harmony. However, there is one very 
important point on which they deeply differ. It is the ques- 
tion of how many are saved, all or only some. 

It is possible to find certain passages which indicate that 
all souls will be saved. For instance, there is a passage in St. 
Paul’s epistle to the Christians in Rome where he is describing 
how grace, brought into the world by Christ, has overcome 
death, introduced by Adam. “Therefore,” he continues, “as 
by the offence of one judgment came upon all men to con- 
demnation; even so by the righteousness of one the free gift 
came upon all men unto justification of life”® (Romans 5:18). 
However, one can hardly make such passages counterbalance 
the repeated statement, that “many are called, but few chosen.” 

The sense of our present theory is clearly that all are saved. 
The law of love which governs the world is all-inclusive. It 
is this which obliges us, if we would obey that law, to try 
to love, not only neighbors, but enemies also, including so far 
as we can all purposes within our own. The law is that noth- 
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ing and no one will be excluded from the final order. That is 
why, as agents of the law, we make it our object continually 
to widen and deepen our circle of interests. 

This view is unorthodox, but obviously it is the only way 
in which we can get an answer to the problem of this study. If 
there are in the end many created things, then there cannot be 
in the beginning a single purpose. If certain souls are irrevoc- 
ably lost, then certain incompatibilities are final; and if certain 
incompatibilities are final, then all things constitute not a 
universe, but a multiverse. If some transient orders are left 
out of the final synthesis, then we have in the end not an 
order, but chaos. 

The notion of the kingdom of heaven adds an important 
element to the hypothesis of One Power. It directs our at- 
tention to another order of existence which, it holds, makes 
sense of our present senseless experience. It thereby enables 
us to avoid a difficulty which troubles a man when he reads the 
Old Testament or Plato, viz., the impossibility of making sense 
of history or nature in themselves. But the doctrine of election, 
it seems to me, cannot stand along with the hypothesis of One 
Power. If one power rules and one purpose is realized, then 
in the end, “nothing is lost.” 

The notion that nothing is lost is a fundamental of philo- 
sophical idealism as it was expounded by certain writers of 
the last century. The Absolute Idea of Hegel is that single 
purpose which is being realized in all things. His Absolute 
Being is the single, realized consequence of that purpose which 
includes all partial realizations of it. This notion of a final 
Reality which includes and is constituted by all appearances 
or partial realizations is common to the work of F. H. Bradley, 
Josiah Royce, and Bernard Bosanquet.^ In recent years, it has 
been restated, with important differences, by Alfred North 
Whitehead, whose ideas we shall examine in the following 
chapters. 



CHAPTER ELEVEN 


CREATIVE ADVANCE 

Whitehead’s ideas will be examined under three head- 
ings.^ We shall first look at his theory of creative advance. 
Here he gives a meticulous analysis of what in this essay has 
been called continuity. He explains how things enter into one 
another and how they are preserved through change. He there- 
fore enables us to see how human purposes may endure in 
spite of flux. Indeed, since this flux is creative and purposive, 
we also are shown how by means of flux our own purposes 
realize a wider purpose. 

Secondly, we shall consider his theory of the soul. Ac- 
cording to this account, a man’s soul, as his system of knowl- 
edge and purpose, is not an exceptional kind of thing, totally 
unlike things that happen in the rest of nature. The soul is 
another variety of the basic type of entity which constitutes 
the universe. Therefore, other things enter into it and it 
enters into other things. Knowledge is not a mere reflection of 
real things. Purpose is not a mere name for what might be. 
A man’s soul is not a ghost, but a real thing, and so, in short, 
worth having and saving. 

Also when we examine Whitehead’s theory of the soul we 
shall see another important characteristic of some parts of the 
world. We shall see how a single event can happen in the body, 
and also in the mind or soul. Thus, we shall see how it might 
be possible for events to occur in human history and also to oc- 
cur in a further order of things which saves and uses them. 
Such a saving order Whitehead describes as the Consequent 
Nature of God. 

Qur third topic will be Whitehead’s theory of God. We 
shall see how he conceives of God, on the one hand, as a single, 
complex purpose which reaches to all things, and, on the 
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Other, as the single created fact which is the realization of this 
purpose. This single created fact, the Consequent Nature of 
God, is not the world as we know it, but an order of existence 
which preserves and uses that world and all things in it, in- 
cluding human purpose. 

This exposition, springing from Whitehead’s interpretation 
of modern physics, throwing light upon the features of every- 
day experience, will, it is hoped, make the hypothesis of One 
Power more plausible. It should weaken some of those pre- 
judices which make it hard to entertain this hypothesis seri- 
ously. But what of proof? Have we any positive reason for 
accepting this hypothesis, whether according to Whitehead’s 
or someone else’s construction of it? This question and the 
conclusions to be drawn from our whole account, will occupy 
the last sections of this Part. 

The Theory of Mutual Immanence The fundamental prin- 
ciples of the theories of knowledge and morals sketched in 
this essay agree with Whitehead’s ideas. That these principles 
were worked out largely in the course of an examination of 
Dewey’s ideas should not be surprising. The two men, while 
they disagree on “last things,” agree profundly on their analy- 
sis of experience and process, as Dewey has indicated in cer- 
tain comments on Whitehead’s philosophy.^ 

Some of the words used in the exposition in previous parts 
of this essay were taken from Whitehead’s usage. For the 
most part, however, the argument was stated in everyday 
language. In order to make the exposition more exact, as well 
as more faithful to Whitehead, we must now use the unfamiliar 
words of his own statement. These words, while unfamiliar, 
are clearly defined and consistently used by him and they 
have the immense advance of shaking off confusions which 
cling inevitably to many of the terms used in traditional con- 
troversy. 

The heart of Whitehead’s theory of creative advance is 
the notion of mutual immanence. The parts of the world 
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enter into one another. When we analyze the present we 
find within it elements of both the past and the future. 

These parts, “the final real things of which the world is 
made up” he calls actual entities. What is an actual entity? 
God is an actual entity. So also are the members of that “stream 
of electrical occasions” which physics finds at the base of 
natural objects. But the simplest way to begin the definition 
of an actual entity is to mention the particular acts which 
make up anyone’s everyday experience. To jump out of bed; 
to say “Hello” to someone; to light a cigarette; to drive to 
work, eich of these is an actual entity or a closely related 
group of actual entities. To be more precise would be to ex- 
plain the theory of creative advance. With Whitehead’s theory 
as with an actual entity, you cannot properly say the first 
thing about it until you have already said the last. 

An actual entity is a compounding of other actual entities. 
An actual entity is primarily composed of its past. When you 
analyze it into its parts, you find those actual entities which 
gave rise to it. 

You know this because, for instance, you find that the 
actual entity has the properties of other actual entities in its 
past. For the purposes which concern these properties, it is 
indifferent whether you use this actual entity or whether 
you use one in its more or less recent past. This fact is a mat- 
ter of common sense. You know that your friend continues 
to display his peculiar and engaging qualities. He is much the 
same friend today as he was yesterday or a year ago. In 
greater or less degree, the same is true of most of the familiar 
objects of our everyday occupations. 

This past which primarily produces and constitutes an 
actual entity, Whitehead calls a nexus. It is not itself the 
actual entity; it is equivalent to Dewey’s “means.” Hence, 
to analyze an actual entity into the elements of its nexus is 
the same as to analyze a consequence into its means. 

When an actual entity enters into the constitution of an- 
other actual entity, it is spoken of as a physical prehension 
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and the second actual entity is said to prebend the first. In en- 
tering into another actual entity, the first is united with the 
other actual entities constituting this second actual entity. 
Hence, it is only a part of the second actual entity. The pre- 
hension of the first by the second therefore is the first actual 
entity entering into the second in a certain manner or mode, 
which manner is one aspect of the character of the second 
actual entity. 

When one analyzes an actual entity he divides it into 
physical prehensions. These prehensions, on the one hand, 
take him back to the actual entities constituting the present 
actual entity and, on the other, they reveal the various man- 
ners in which the past entities enter into the present one and 
thereby contribute to its character. 

An actual entity comprises many physical prehensions, 
yet it is itself a unity. The prehending of the actual entities 
of the nexus is a concrescence, a “growing together”, of these 
actual entities in these various modes. To explain in terms of 
conscious experience: You know that there is one entity here 
because in further experience you find this group or nexus 
of actual entities acting together as one. The group has the 
effect not of a multiplicity of actual entities, but of one. Of 
course, precisely what effect the actual entity will have will 
depend upon the context of that further experience. One 
actual entity can enter differently into different further stages 
of experience. However, this does not mean that the further 
stage of experience makes the unity of the actual entity. The 
prehensions are already unified; that is why they register as 
a unity in the later stage. The later stage of experience, we 
might say, “interprets” them. 

We can relate this notion to our previous discussion. A 
concrescence is comparable to what Dewey calls the solving 
of a problem. As a man solves new problems in his pursuit 
of old ends, his system of knowledge and purpose will be rein- 
terpreted. He cannot say what his perspective is until by 
problem-solving he has made some addition to it, and so pro- 
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vided himself with a ground for interpreting it. It follows 
that what interpretation he gains of his perspective depends 
upon the kind of knowledge which he adds to his system. Per- 
spective is a curious thing. For it is that in terms of which 
a man interprets the facts; yet all he ever sees of it is one 
among many possible interpretations. 

Perspective, as the system of knowledge and purpose of 
a conscious being, is a peculiarly complex actual entity, as 
we shall see shortly. However, the characteristic which we are 
discussing here applies to actual entities of all kinds. This 
characteristic is that an actual entity has many possible ways 
in which it may enter into other actual entities. It may be 
prehended by other actual entities in any one of a number 
of possible manners. Hence, in this sense, the actual entity 
is defined by the concrescence in which it makes a further ac- 
tual entity. 

That concrescence which made the first actual entity is 
fixed and unalterable; it is “stubborn fact.” Yet at the same 
time, it is always open to “reinterpretation.” On the one hand, 
the concrescence constitutes one complex, fully determinate 
“atom.” But this atom is anything but irreducible or inert. It 
does things; it works; it has power. And what it does expresses 
its own nature or potentiality. 

The principles of Process and Relativity There are two no- 
tions which are particularly important. The first is that an 
actual entity is precisely the way the actual entities of its 
nexus come together; it is their unified mode of becoming. 
We have spoken of the actual entities of the nexus as “con- 
stituting” the further actual entity. But it must not be thought 
that the process of becoming is separate from the product. The 
product is nothing more than the process. “How an actual 
entity becomes^' writes Whitehead, “constitutes what that 
actual entity is-, so that the two descriptions of an actual entity 
are not independent. Its ‘being’ is constituted by its ‘becoming.’ 
This is the ‘principle of process.’ ”® 
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Experience grows in buds or drops, the actual entities. 
These actual entities in turn become and do work. When we 
look at what they are doing, we refer to the previous actual 
entities as “they” or “it.” We say that “they” or “it” does 
so-and-so. And we fall into the habit of thinking of the world 
as composed of more or less fixed things or “subjects” which 
also manage somehow to do things. Our habits of speech, 
built around the distinction between the subject which “is” 
and the predicate which “does” or “inheres,” encourage this 
way of thinking. 

This is a convenient habit, enabling us to concentrate on 
certain aspects of things and lump the others together as the 
“thing” or “subject” doing them. But it is not an accurate 
analysis of experience or nature. For if we will examine these 
“subjects” we shall find them in process too. All process, as 
well as that variety of it we call experience, grows in buds. 
But it is also a fact that each bud enters into a process which 
constitutes a further bud. Hence, in analyzing nature and ex- 
perience, we never find that which becomes but which is not 
itself a becoming. 

Whitehead expresses the principle of process as a con- 
clusion of physics: “The physical things which we term stars, 
planets, lumps of matter, molecules, electrons, protons, quanta 
of energy, are each to be conceived as modifications of con- 
ditions within space-time, extending throughout its whole 
range. There is a focal region, which in common speech is 
where the thing is. But its influence streams away from it 
with finite velocity throughout the utmost recesses of space 
and time ... For physics the thing itself is what it does, and 
what it does is this divergent stream of influence.”^ 

It is impossible to explain the principle of process without 
also touching the principle of relativity. For in saying that 
what an actual entity is, is the manner in which its constituents 
become, we are also saying that the constituents are not only 
themselves but also the actual entity which they produce. To 
state the point simply, but generally, we can say that every 



CREATIVE ADVANCE I45 

actual entity has the power to enter into a further becoming 
or concrescence. This is the nub of the principle of relativity. 

It should not be hard for the social scientist to grant that 
the principles of process and relativity apply to his subject 
matter. The “objects” which he deals with are normally the 
processes of society, of institutions, of individual men. When, 
for instance, the student of politics describes Congress, he 
states how Congressmen are elected, how Congress behaves, 
how its acts affect the country. For him Congress is the Federal 
legislative process. 

In describing the passage of some bill, he will note the so- 
cial changes in which the demand for it originated; the pres- 
sures which brought this demand to Congressional attention; 
the procedures, formal and informal, by which the demand 
became law. He will note that the passage of the bill is ac- 
complished in various stages and that the single process of its 
origination and enactment can be broken down into con- 
stituent processes. He will show how the earlier stages enter 
actively and constitutively into the later stages of process; how, 
for example, the manner in which the House committee hear- 
ings on the bill affect the manner in which the House votes. 
He will not be content with describing each of these constit- 
uent processes “in itself,” but will describe them in relation to 
one another, showing how each functions in the process as 
a whole. Throughout he will be concerned with events, hap- 
penings, process, rather than inert things and will describe 
each element in its relations with the environing whole. 

Potentiality: the conceptual pole One actual entity will enter 
into the concrescence which constitutes a further actual entity 
and the way the first actual entity functions, the mode of its 
prehension, will express something of its own nature or poten- 
tiality. The actual entity is fully determinate and one, but it 
also has the power to function and have effects in further 
stages of process. This is stating the facts very roughly. We 
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must now analyze more carefully this notion of potentiality. 

Every actual entity is the real togetherness of the actual 
entities of its past. But this could not be so unless actual entities 
had the power of functioning in the concrescence of further 
actual entities. That applies to the present actual entity as 
well as to those of its past. Hence, we cannot describe an 
actual entity solely by referring to its past, but must also 
say something about “the element of futurity” in it, its poten- 
tiality. 

In every actual entity then there are two aspects or poles. 
On the one hand, there are the physical prehensions which 
are the coming together of the actual entities of its nexus. 
On the other hand, there is the power of this unified set of pre- 
hensions to do further work. This second aspect of an actual 
entity Whitehead calls its “conceptual” or “mental” pole. 

These are not very apt names. They suggest consciousness, 
while this second aspect of an actual entity only rarely in- 
volves consciousness. Perhaps “potential” pole would be a 
better name. A any rate we can try to remember the reason 
for looking for a name; viz., the fact that it is a characteristic 
of actual entities that they can enter into and constitute fur- 
ther actual entities. 

Whitehead goes on from this fact to reinterpret the Pla- 
tonic notion of a realm of ideas. The conceptual pole, accord- 
ing to his account, is composed of conceptual prehensions. In 
this kind of prehension there is prehended not an actual entity, 
but ratner an eternal object. An eternal object is not what 
common sense calls a thing, but rather a pattern or form. 
It is Whitehead’s term for the Platonic “ideas.” For instance, it 
refers to those familiar, recurring patterns of everyday ex- 
perience which we noted in Chapter IX. But it refers to them, 
not as patterns characterizing facts of the world, but rather 
as possibilities of what fact may be. Whitehead calls them 
“pure potentials for the specific determination of fact,” and 
“forms of definiteness.” 

When an eternal object is conceptually prehended, it is 
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part of the potentiality of the actual entity which has these 
conceptual prehensions. When this actual entity is physically 
prehended in a further concrescence, the manner in which it 
is prehended expresses its potentiality. This manner, or sub- 
jective form, of the physical prehension may be called the 
“physical embodiment” of the eternal object prehended con- 
ceptually by the previous actual entity. 

It must not be thought that this physical embodiment is 
more like everyday experience, or more real than the con- 
ceptual prehension. The central principle of this account of 
process is that everyday experience unites inextricably both 
kinds of embodiment or prehension. Therefore, a man’s per- 
ception of a pattern — his glance at a tree, his sight of a 
familiar face — involves both a physical and a conceptual side. 
On the one hand, that perception is something “given,” some- 
thing which he feels directly and, so to speak, simply has 
within him. On the other hand, that perception is also pur- 
posive, involving further action on his part, as when, for 
instance, the tree is a landmark showing the way to some place, 
or a familiar face stimulates a greeting. 

An actual entity has both poles, both kinds of prehension. 
The side of the physical prehensions is no more “actual” than 
the side of the conceptual prehensions. Actuality, the world, 
everyday experience — however you care to refer to the funda- 
mental traits of things in nature and experience — exhibits the 
union of elements of both past and future. This is the notion 
of mutual immanence. 

There is much in this account which Dewey could accept. 
In the means-consequence relation, the means and the conse- 
quence are mutually immanent. The means become the con- 
sequence; the consequence is the becoming of the means. Yet 
we can imagine Dewey’s horror at the use of the term “eternal 
object” and the attempt to take seriously Plato’s realm of ideas. 
However, it must be noted, Dewey’s analysis of experience 
illuminates and illustrates that aspect of process which obliges 
one to grant that there is in some sense a “conceptual pole.” 
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Dewey is not a positivist; that is, he will not confine expen- 
ence to the “given,” to the clearly observed facts. He shows 
how “tendency,” the emergence of some future state of fact, 
characterizes any present state of fact. His analysis reflects 
faithfully the obvious sense of everyday experience, that any 
given situation is shot through with possibilities which are 
intrinsic to the facts of the situation. This sense of movement 
toward the future is the source of that contrast between the 
stable and the precarious which is a fundamental characteristic 
of human experience and which is the theme of a magnificent 
opening chapter in Experience and Nature. 

Feeling as Positive Prehension Mutual immanence can be 
further explained with the help of another term which White- 
head often uses instead of “prehension.” When prehensions, 
physical or conceptual, are positive they are also called feelings. 
Negative prehensions are of crucial importance to this theory, 
but for the sake of exposition we shall consider at present only 
those prehensions which can also be called feelings. Also it 
should be noted that the feeling which is referred to only 
rarely involves consciousness. In the generic sense in which 
the word is used here, the electronic occasions of physics, as 
well as the moments of conscious experience, feel one another. 

Nevertheless, the sense of the word and so of prehension 
can be illustrated from conscious experience. Roughly, there 
are two kinds of conscious feelings. A man may say, “I feel 
the heat.” What he is getting at here is that something is hap- 
pening to him; the heat is entering into him. He feels hot; that 
is, he is hot. Here emphasis is upon feeling or prehension in its 
physical mode. What he feels is something simply given to him 
and had by him. 

On the other hand, he may also say, “I feel angry.” What 
he is getting at here is that something is welling up within 
him; he is about to do or say something antagonistic to the 
person or thing arousing his anger. He feels that action coming 
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into existence. Here emphasis is upon feeling or prehension 
in its conceptual mode. 

These examples may be used to get a clearer notion of what 
prehension involves. But it must not be thought that they are 
pure cases respectively of physical and conceptual prehension. 
There are no such pure cases to be found, in experience or in 
nature. As we observed above, any feeling which a man has, 
such as a perception, joins both sorts of basic prehension or 
feeling. We shall turn to the analysis of these more complex 
feelings, the “intellectual” feelings, in the next chapter. But 
it must be emphasized here that even in the case of uncon- 
scious process, the two sorts of prehension are also inseparably 
joined together. Any actual entity is composed of both physi- 
cal and conceptual prehensions. 

To generalize the point; Knowledge is also purpose be- 
cause each physical prehension is united with a corresponding 
conceptual prehension. Merely knowing a thing, the receiving 
of it into experience, involves willing it, the projecting of that 
thing into the future. What a man has known in the past helps 
determine what he will look for in the future: the class or 
national background of his thought will determine his per- 
spective. What he has been in the past helps determine what he 
will be in the future: habits developed in the past will set the 
line of conduct by which he explores the future. What has 
been and what has been known does not wholly determine 
the future, for process is creative. But the reproduction of the 
past is an important part of the future — where there is con- 
tinuity. 

Reproduction We have emphasized that prehension of the 
conceptual pole which prehends the newly ingressing eternal 
object. There is another aspect of the potentiality of an actual 
entity. An actual entity not only has the power to “reproduce” 
itself in the concresence of another actual entity; it also has 
the power to “reproduce” any and all of its constituent actual 
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entities. Suppose we start from a set of actual entities which 
is the nexus for an emergent actual entity. When this emergent 
actual entity itself functions in a further concresence it will 
be a member of a nexus which also includes that set of actual 
entities from which we started. 

The nexus of a concrescence includes not only the actual 
entities of its “recent” past, but also the actual entities which 
constituted the nexus (plural) of those actual entities in the 
recent and distant past. Each concrescence is the coming to- 
gether of all the actual entities of its recent and its distant past. 

This fact is “reflected” in the newly ingressing eternal ob- 
ject. That eternal object has a unique quality which gives it 
unity. Yet it is also complex, being composed of constituent 
eternal objects. These constituent eternal objects are identical 
with the eternal objects which ingressed into the concrescences 
of all the actual entities of the emerging actual entity’s past. 
There should be no difficulty with this point. It simply states 
in the mode of potentiality what has been said in the previous 
paragraphs. That is, the complex eternal object prehended by 
the conceptual pole of an actual entity is the power of that 
actual entity to function in further concrescences and of that 
actual entity’s constituents to function in further concres- 
cences. 

This power of “reproduction” is familiar. An act which 
at one time is seen in connection with certain consequences, 
at another time is seen to have further and different con- 
sequences. Since an important fact about any act or event is 
its consequences, it follows that in a sense the act itself is 
altered by later history. Its stream of consequences fluctuates 
and we as observers see it “in the light of different conse- 
quences.” Hence, as we noted before, the act in one sense is 
fixed and unalterable and in another sense, since it does work 
in the future, it is continually “reinterpreted” by these further 
consequences. 

Time is irreversible, but history, both as the stream of 
events and as our record of them, is never finished. For this 
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reason, the present and future, so to speak, have the past at 
their mercy. For here in the present and future the conse- 
quences of the past are creatively drawn out. Here occur 
those later events “in the light of” which earlier events prove 
to be injurious or beneficial, and men of another age far- 
sighted or ridiculous, champions of progress or of reaction. 

Final Causation The notion of a conceptual pole refers to the 
fact that an actual entity can enter into and function in the 
becoming of a further actual entity. The peculiar fact is this: 
that an actual entity is the coming together of many actual 
entities, yet when it functions in a further concrescence, it 
functions not as many, but as one. We call it an actual entity 
precisely for this reason: namely, that it can be felt or pre- 
hended as a single entity by a further actual entity. 

We say the actual entity is a unity before it has been felt 
or prehended. It is prehended as a unity only because it al- 
ready is a unity. As we mentioned before, in terms of ex- 
perience, we know that the many actual entities of the nexus 
have created a single entity, a bud of experience, because we 
feel or perceive them as a unity in a later stage of experience. 

Before it was felt, the actual entity was not a unity in the 
sense of being physically a unity. It was a unity in the sense 
of being potentially a unity. However, this is no depreciation 
of its singleness. As we have seen, potentiality is one of the im- 
portant ways things can be something — one of the basic modes 
of being. The conceptual side of an entity then is the unifica- 
tion of an entity in the mode of potentiality. 

This conceptual unity of an actual entity must not be 
thought of as something, so to speak, tacked on in the later 
stages of the concrescence. This unity has affected the con- 
crescence from its earliest stages. Each of the actual entities 
of the nexus, it will be recalled, is physically prehended in a 
certain manner. But it must be emphasized that this prehension 
in one only of many possible manners is not a distortion of the 
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actual entity, but an “interpretation.” The actual entity of 
the nexus is really there in the becoming of the present actual 
entity. However, it is there in a certain connection, namely, 
the company of the other actual entities of the nexus. The 
actual entity is there in a certain manner, and this manner is 
the manner of togetherness or unity of the whole set of actual 
entities of the nexus. 

Hence, already in the physical prehensions making up the 
actual entity, the conceptual unity of the actual entity is 
having effect. For the manner of togetherness of the actual 
entities of the nexus is, of course, the unity of the emerging 
actual entity. It is this manner which will be felt by further 
concrescences. As we have seen, this unity should be called 
conceptual. But that does not mean it is separate from what it 
unifies. On the contrary, the unifying conceptual prehension 
pervades the concrescence from its earliest stages. So, on the 
one hand, the concrescence, since it is made by its constituents, 
is a process of efficient causation. On the other hand, since 
the unifying conceptual prehension pervades the concrescence 
from the start, it is a process of final causation. There is mutual 
interaction between the emerging whole and its parts. Cause 
and effect, means and consequence, past and present, present 
and future, are mutually immanent. 

In this theory of final causation, we have what remains 
of the notion that there are“ends” in nature. In our discussion 
of N aturphilosophie we saw that one might hold, as presuma- 
bly ancient and medieval thinkers did, that there is a set of 
patterns which the flux continually seeks to realize. It must be 
emphasized with all possible force that Whitehead’s theory of 
final causation utterly rejects the notion that the number of 
“forms” or “ends” is limited or that nature or history is essen- 
tially repetitious, trying always with only greater or less suc- 
cess to realize the same finite set of forms. Whitehead’s view 
on the contrary, is not a theory of a repetitious or cyclical* 
world, but a theory of creative advance. Process is creative 
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precisely because the “ends” which emerge are not repetitions, 
but genuinely novel. 

Smnmary Whithead’s terms may seem strange at first, yet* 
the theory of mutual immanence conforms remarkably well 
with the outlines of ordinary experience. There are no inert 
and stable things; everything is in constant motion and what 
a thing is is how it acts. Sugar is sweet, that is, it sweetens. The 
Senator is a Democrat, that is, he votes Democratic. How a 
thing acts depends not only on itself, but also on the environ- 
ment in which it operates. A chemist by appropriate combi- 
nations can elicit other properties than sweetness from sugar. 
A crisis may bring to light other potentialities of the Senator 
than his Democracy. Events of the past do not simply vanish; 
they leave “traces” which vitally affect the behavior of things 
of the present. Events of the future do not- suddenly come 
upon US; they emerge from the facts of the present and are 
shadowed forth in the “tendencies” of these facts. 

So far the theory of mutual immanence makes easy, good 
sense. But there is a difficulty raised by these notions of 
“traces” and “tendencies” which must be faced. If we are to 
take the theory of mutual immanence seriously, we may not 
think of these “traces” as a mere mark or deposit left on the 
present by a past which has gone out of existence. We must see 
them as evidence pointing to the larger fact that past events 
are “really together” with present events. Similarly, we must 
understand that the “tendencies” of present fact are not 
separate and different from the entity emerging from the 
present situation. They are that entity as it affects the present 
moment of process. In short, we must grant that events, which 
in one sense are separate in time as past, present, and future, 
in another sense occur simultaneously and in the same 
“present.” 

Our more analytical notions incline us to think of the 
parts of time as marked off into lengths such as seconds or 
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minutes. It follows that the process of one moment cannot 
be really together with the process of another. Here our 
“learned knife” of analysis has separated what in living fact 
is not separate. For if we will set aside our analytical prejudice 
for a moment and look at the actual processes of nature or ex- 
perience, we shall see that time is not only analytical, but also 
synthetic, i.e., continuous. What is the “present” is defined 
by an event, or, in Dewey’s terms, the solution of a problem. 
That event or solution may be “short” or “long” by the clock. 
But within it the whole and its constituents are mutually 
immanent. Analysis will break down the event into operations 
which themselves constitute a “present” within which sub- 
sidiary operations can be discerned. On the other hand, syn- 
thesis will show the event to be part of a larger event or 
problem which defines a still more inclusive present. 

Consider a simple example. When a man shifts the gears 
of an automobile, it normally takes him only a moment. He 
does not concentrate on shifting from first to second; then 
on shifting from second to high. It is one, continuous opera- 
tion, performed all at once in a single “present.” Of course, 
this single operation consists of included operations. Yet 
as he performs one of the included operations, for example, 
shifting from first to second, that operation is not self-con- 
tained and separate, but is modified by the operation of shift- 
ing from second to high. As he performs the first operation, he 
is already allowing for and preparing for the next operation. 
The manner in which he will perform the next operation is 
already affecting the manner in which he performs the first. 
Likewise, the way he performs the first will affect the second. 
And throughout, the necessity of performing all operations 
in a smooth and successful movement will have been affecting 
the way the constituent operations are performed. Emerging 
whole and constituent parts reciprocally affect one another. 

For anyone with normal skill and luck, this operation of 
shifting gears is only a subsidiary operation in a more in- 
clusive process of driving a car. And that operation in turn 
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may be for the driver a means to a further end, such as getting 
to work. Each operation or stage of process constitutes a 
“present” which analysis may break up into constituted 
“presents,” but only at the risk of losing sight of the more 
inclusive unity. 

At any second in the day, you are concerned with problems 
on many different “levels.” There is an immediate problem on 
which your attention is sharply focused. That problem itself 
is a step to the solution of a more inclusive problem. As you 
analyze your experience, you find these more immediate prob- 
lems indicating the outlines of more and more inclusive events 
which you are working out. From the small business of start- 
ing cars or writing letters you pass to the larger business of 
raising a family or pursuing a career or “finding yourself.” 
Similarly, an event of society or nature occurs in an environ- 
ment or “field” or nexus of a more inclusive event; and that 
event in turn is part of the nexus of a still wider event; and 
so on. Each part is sensitive to, is prehended by, the larger 
unities which it is making and is made by. 

On the one hand, process is discrete: it is composed of 
actual entities or operations which are atomic. Thinking of 
this aspect, we represent time under some image such as a linear 
succession of dots. But process is also continuous. If we must 
have an image under which to think of this aspect of time, we 
may think of an expanding point of light. 

Discreteness and continuity are not incompatible. White- 
head’s analysis of concrescence shows how both are funda- 
mental characteristics of process. The actual entity of a nexus 
is not lost. It remains on actively and is used in the concres- 
cence of that nexus. It contributes to the creation of the actual 
entity of that nexus. At each stage there is enrichment, de- 
velopment, growth, as eternal objects, hitherto unrealized, in- 
gress into actuality. A concrescence is a process of creative 
continuity.® 

In many processes there is continuity. In analyzing such 
processes we find mutual immanence. We find efficient causa- 
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tion, that is, the constituents entering into and determining 
the whole. We also find final causation, that is, the whole de- 
termining the manner in which the constituents will be felt. 
And we find the whole process of mutual interaction defining 
a single present. Such moments of process are, so to speak, 
models of that Saving Order which includes all processes of 
all time in a single timeless present.® 

If all experience were like this, there would be no problem 
of purpose. The history of a man or a society would be a 
triumphal process to ever greater knowledge and power, an 
unending success story. But there is another trait of experience 
which to common sense seems as basic as continuity. Ex- 
perience is also, not merely discrete, but discontinuous, frustra- 
ting, painful, haunted by failure and death. In many processes 
we do not find mutual immanence. We may find some “traces” 
of the past, but much has been lost. We find “tendencies” to- 
ward the future, but these tendencies may be frustrated and 
the potentialities they stand for may not be realized. Here 
in discontinuity is the fact which raises the problem of purpose. 
In the next chapter we shall consider that problem in terms of 
Whitehead’s analysis and state a solution which his analysis 
suggests. 



CHAPTER TWELVE 



The problem of purpose is a feeling which occurs in a 
special type of actual entity which we may call a soul, or mind, 
or personality. In this chapter we shall approach the problem 
of purpose through Whitehead’s theory of the soul. 

Soul and Body There is no such thing as “the” soul if by that 
you mean a subject or substance enduring unaltered through 
a man’s life-history. There is a process of thinking and feeling 
and, if we call this process the soul, we must remember that like 
all process it is composed of those atoms of becoming called 
actual entities. “The ancient doctrine that ‘no one crosses the 
same river twice,’ ” writes Whitehead, “is extended. No thinker 
thinks twice; and, to put the matter more generally, no subject 
experiences twice.” ^ 

But this flux, it must be noted, is very different from the 
Heraclitan river. Where experience is continuous its parts 
do not appear only to vanish. On the contrary, they remain 
on actively in later stages. It is never the same river twice, so 
to speak, not because its waves pass and disappear, but rather 
because it is a sea which is filling up. 

This capacity of the past to carry over into the present is 
not by any means confined to happenings in the mind. It is a 
fundamental characteristic of everything everywhere, of all 
actual entities. For this reason, one may say that Whitehead 
has taken the characteristics usually attributed to mind alone 
and shown that they apply to nature as well. There is no inert 
matter anywhere; there are no wholly discrete and separate 
particles of anything. So far as concerns this basic characteris- 
tic, which centers around the fact of feeling or prehension. 
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Whitehead finds that nature has fundamentally the same 
character as mind. 

Likewise, mind has fundamentally the same character as 
nature. Actual entities, as we have seen, are not mere reflec- 
tions of their constituents; they are their constituents. So what 
a man sees, remembers, feels, is not only “outside” him, but 
also “inside” him; it constitutes his mind or soul. When you 
look about you and perceive the color and a noise of the world; 
its sadness and excitement, its incredible richness in men and 
events, all this is yourself. Lines of process from the environ- 
ment; impulses originating largely in the organism; above all, 
a rich inheritance of influence from your own mental past, 
these streams of actuality come together in every moment of 
your thought and feeling. 

This is anything but subjectivism. The whole burden of 
this doctrine is to show that there is sense in our belief in an 
external world. We must not think of the mind or soul as 
something ghostly and cut off from the body and nature. The 
soul emerges from nature. A phrase from theology enables 
us to emphasize this point, although with some exaggeration: 
in the soul there is a resurrection of the body. 

However, compared with most actual entities which we 
are acquainted with, the soul is enormously rich in its con- 
nections with a wide past. In the soul the comparatively simple 
actual entities occurring in the body and nature are trans- 
formed creatively into an actual entity of great depth and 
complexity. 

“In a living body of a high type,” writes Whitehead, “there 
are grades of occasions [actual entities] so coordinated by 
their paths of inheritance through the body, that a peculiar 
richness of inheritance is enjoyed by various occasions in some 
parts of the body. Finally, the brain is coordinated so that a pe- 
culiar richness is enjoyed now by this and now by that part; 
and thus there is produced the presiding personality at that 
moment in the body.”^ 

He has put the same point more succinctly in another place. 
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“The human body,” he writes in Adventures of Ideas, “is an 
instrument for the production of art in the life of the human 
soul.”" 

There is no need to exaggerate the measure of coordination 
which the soul gives the body. As Whitehead notes, there seem 
to be many actions of the body which are not governed by a 
unifying directive agent, and whose influence touches the soul 
little, if at all. However, the richness of the soul arises in im- 
portant part from the fact that it is the real togetherness of 
many of the processes of the body. 

This introduces an important fact. The soul inherits from 
the body, but at the same time the processes of the body in- 
herit from one another. Hence, an actual entity in such a 
bodily process has two (if not more) futures, one in the soul 
and another in the body. Such an actual entity will function 
in two different continua of process. To put it crudely, it will 
be in two places at the same time. 

To say that an actual entity can function in two different 
continua of process sounds odd, yet it is not hard to illustrate 
from common experience. Suppose two people hear a speech. 
There is the speech “in itself ” — the thing which both people 
heard. Yet we cannot separate the speech from its conse- 
quences. And we find that it has two sets of consequences, one 
in the mental history of each of the listeners. The speech is 
functioning in two different continua of process; it is in two 
different “places” at the same “time.” 

The case is similar with the soul and the actual entities 
which it prehends. All parts of the body and the body’s en- 
vironment are in process, but certain parts maintain themselves 
with greater stability and identity by inheritance from their 
pasts. Yet the actual entities composing these lines of process 
may also be prehended by the soul. That is why our knowl- 
edge is “objective”; the “objects” of knowledge really enter 
into the soul. There are actual entities which function in the 
future of the body or its environment and at the same time in 
the soul. 
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Processes in the body and environment affect the soul. In 
turn the processes of the soul affect the body and through the 
body the surrounding environment. In this way the purposes 
of the soul are carried out. 

Any particular action of the body rarely shows the whole 
purpose of the soul at that moment. When, for instance, a man 
decides to walk across the room and pick up a book, this pur- 
pose, which forms in one instance of his experience, is ex- 
pressed by his bodily actions in a series and in actions of dif- 
ferent parts of his body. The 'wholeness of his purpose is re- 
vealed by no single one of these acts, but must be reconstructed 
by the observer from his observation of them separately. 

The soul must remain something of a mystery to the outside 
observer, for he can never perceive its wholeness, but only 
infer it, and that with very inadequate evidence. For a man’s 
purpose rarely remains the same throughout all the acts which 
he originally settled upon. He is continually readjusting that 
purpose in the light of facts turned up by his progress. Hence, 
the historian of his bodily motions gets but a poor record of 
the seething, complex processes which arc peculiarly the man 
himself. 

One is reminded of those motion pictures which try to por- 
tray the creation of a poem or picture or other work of art. 
In truth, most of such creation goes on in the artist’s mind. 
If you look at him from the outside it is a dull sight. Fle may 
be scratching himself, diddling with a pencil, or just staring 
vacantly into space. For a motion picture this will not do. 
So the artist is made to clasp his forehead, beat his breast, look 
heroic, all of which is neither art nor life. 

The social scientist must take the soul seriously. There 
is a temptation to describe what a man or group is by con- 
fining yourself to recording what the man or the group does. 
This method is proper for the study of “natural fact.” Nature 
has a certain transparency, revealing what it is in what it does. 
But man is natural fact, and something more. He has an “in- 
side” as well as an “ouside.” If the social scientist would get at 
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the important facts about a man, he must not only observe him 
carefully but also make some inference about the state of his 
soul. There is no operational substitute for imaginative insight. 

Creativity of the Soul In fundamentals the creativity of the 
soul is no different from creativity elsewhere. The actual 
entity which is the presiding personality at any moment pre- 
bends a mental past of previous experience. Actual entities 
originating in body and environment concresce with the 
personality in the course of experience. In this way a man 
learns, the personality grows, the soul is enriched. 

As an organization of its physical prehensions, the per- 
sonality is a system of knowledge. It has the past in the shape 
of organized memory. As an organization of conceptual pre- 
hensions, it is a system of purpose. Its conceptual pole in- 
cludes those eternal objects which have ingressed in its con- 
stituent actual entities. Furthermore, its conceptual pole pre- 
bends that complex eternal object which unifies these con- 
stituent eternal objects. This unifying eternal object is a new 
ingression into actuality and is the peculiarly creative aspect 
of the personality in that moment. 

The conceptual feeling which prebends the unifying eter- 
nal object is the perspective of the personality. What actual 
entities will concresce with the personality in the future will 
be a function of this perspective. Actual entities exhibiting 
eternal objects already exemplified in the past of the personal- 
ity will concresce with the personality. That is, in inquiry, the 
mind will readily identify familiar facts. However, actual en- 
tities defined by eternal objects not exemplified in the past of 
the personality may or may not concresce with the personality. 
That is, the mind may or may not perceive new aspects of facts. 
Whether such an actual entity will concresce with the person- 
ality depends on the relevance of its unifying eternal object to 
the eternal object defining the perspective of the personality. 
This refers to a familiar fact of inquiry. The inquiring mind is 
not bound by its perspective to perceive only that type of fact 
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which it has already perceived. The inquiring mind can learn; 
it can perceive new facts. But not just any facts. The new facts 
it perceives must have a relevance to what it knows. Generali- 
zations drawn from past experience are the means by which 
we interpret new experience and by which in the course of in- 
terpretation we extend creatively those generalizations. 

By reflective thought, in other words, by rehearsal of past 
experience by means of symbols, and by tentative experiment, 
the mind develops creative hypotheses. Such a creative hy- 
pothesis is the unifying conceptual prehension of the presiding 
personality of the moment. It is not only a reflection of the 
past, for example, a generalization expressing the statistical 
probabilities of the environment felt by the mind in the past. 
Such a hypothesis, as Dewey’s account emphasizes, is crea- 
tive; it goes beyond the past. There is in such a creative hypo- 
thesis a nonstatistical judgment of probability. There is what 
Whitehead calls “an intuition of intrinsic suitability of some 
definite outcome from a presupposed situation,” and “an in- 
tuition of probability respecting the origination of some 
novelty.” ^ The solution of a problem, in short, is not mechani- 
cal, consisting merely in applying rules and analogies to the 
given facts. It is also creative, involving insight. 

Consciousness The characteristics of the soul which we have 
so far considered set it off from other types of process as 
differences of degree. Mental process is far richer and more 
complex and more creative than other processes with which 
we are acquainted. There is a further distinguishing character- 
istic of the soul: consciousness. 

Whitehead uses the term consciousness in a rather nar- 
row sense. If we take feeling to be the peculiar characteristic 
of mind, then we need search no farther for a way to dis- 
tinguish mind from nature. Such a conclusion is not open to 
whitehead, and he finds that special mark of consciousness 
and hence of mind in a certain class of feelings which he calls 
the intellectual feelings. 
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The intellectual feelings arise from the integration of con- 
ceptual feelings and physical feelings. We are interested only 
in one aspect of the theory of these feelings and so shall trace 
their origin only briefly. We start from the fact that in each 
act of becoming there are, on the one hand, physical pre- 
hensions and, on the other, conceptual prehensions derived 
from them, directly, where there is reproduction, and indi- 
rectly, where there is creation. 

There may also arise in the course of the concrescence a 
further kind of prehension which Whitehead calls a proposi- 
tional feeling. A propositional feeling is the integration of a 
conceptual feeling with the physical feeling from which it was 
derived. As physical feelings are really together in a con- 
crescence, so may conceptual and physical feelings be really 
together in a propositional feeling. In such a feeling the eternal 
object prehended conceptually is felt not simply as a possibil- 
ity, but as a real possibility of some subordinate nexus within 
the nexus of the concrescence. This subordinate nexus con- 
stitutes the “logical subjects” of the proposition, but they are 
felt not as an actual entity with such-and-such characteristics 
but simply as “it,” as a something to which this real possibility 
is attached. 

For instance, when a man is in the process of problem-solv- 
ing as Dewey describes it, he runs over in his mind various pos- 
sible lines of action. But these are not thought of as mere pos- 
sibilities, as something which in general can be done by man 
or nature, but rather as something which can be done here 
and now. They do not individually solve the problem. A man 
must work through various possibilities, rejecting some, put- 
ting others together, until he finally has the plan provided by 
his “most probable knowledge.” The propositional feelings 
are “lures for feeling.” That is, they suggest ways toward a 
solution of the problem. 

In this explanation it was necessary to refer to conscious ex- 
perience, but the propositional feelings according to White- 
head are not conscious fellings. An intellectual, i.e., conscious, 
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feeling arises from a further integration in which a proposi- 
tional feeling is joined with a physical feeling. In the simplest 
case, this physical feeling is of the same nexus as that from 
which the conceptual feeling was derived. Hence, we have a 
feeling of a real possibility being integrated with the “physical 
embodiment” of that possibility. Here there is a contrast be- 
tween what really might be (but which also might not be) 
and what actually is. This contrast between real possibility and 
sheer fact is the distinctive mark of conscious feelings and so 
of mind or soul. 

“Consciousness,” writes Whitehead, “is the subjective form 
involved in feeling the contrast between the ‘theory’ which 
may be erroneous and the fact which is ‘given.’ ”” And again: 
“Consciousness requires more than the mere entertainment of 
theory. It is the feeling of the contrast of theory, as mere 
theory, with fact, as mere fact. This contrast holds whether 
or no the theory be corect.”” 

On the one hand there is stubborn fact; on the other hand 
there is something inseparable from stubborn fact. This other 
side is immensely important for fact, since it is that which 
directs and governs fact. And yet it is also tentative and hy- 
pothetical. Consciousness is the feeling of this contrast. 

A similar view of consciousness emerges from Dewey’s 
ideas. On the one hand, the problem-solver feels the novel, 
problematic future emerging; on the other, he tries to see what 
it is going to be. He examines the given facts in order to see 
what augury they yield. They tell him what similar facts have 
produced in the past. They do not suggest mere possibilities, 
but real possibilities. Yet this knowledge remains hypothetical. 
It may or may not be borne out by the facts. According to 
Dewey, consciousness is peculiarly associated with this contrast 
of expectation and fact. 

He writes: “That which is taken to be involved in any 
event, in every issue, no matter vohat, we are not aware of. If 
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we consider the entire field from bright focus through the 
fore-conscious, the fringe, to what is dim, subconscious feel- 
ing, the focus corresponds to the point of imminent need, of 
urgency; the fringe corresponds to things that have just been 
reacted to or that will soon require to be looked after, while the 
remote outlying field corresponds to what does not have to be 
modified, and which may be dependably counted upon in deal- 
ing with imminent need. . . The hnwediately precarious, the 
point of greatest immediate need, defines the apex of con- 
sciousness, its intense or focal mode.”’ 

Dewey and Whitehead may not wholly agree in their 
doctrines of consciousness. The interesting point is that ac- 
cording to both the distrust of knowledge is rooted in con- 
sciousness. Rather, consciousness is that distrustful feeling; the 
feeling that theory may be in error; that purpose may not be 
borne out by future events. To be self-conscious, i.e., to re- 
flect upon your distrust of knowledge, is to feel the problem of 
purpose. 

Yet, one may fairly ask how in the light of our analysis of 
process up to this point, such distrust could arise. Purpose 
reflects the past and goes beyond the past to make a forecast 
that the future will embody the peculiar qualitative unity of 
the soul in this moment. And assuming continuity, as we have 
been assuming it in this discussion of Whitehead, the future 
does embody that forecast; the soul of this present moment 
does remain on in future process. Purpose is always fulfilled; 
the actual entity which it unified is given physical embodiment 
in a future entity. On this analysis, theory could never be in 
error; distrust of knowledge could never arise. 

It is evident that the distrust of theory which informs con- 
sciousness springs from a further characteristic of process and 
experience; discontinuity. Experience is precarious not be- 
cause the soul continually advances into an ever wider and 
more inclusive future, but because from time to time there is a 
frustration of purpose and the future is narrower and poorer 
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than the past. So far as Whitehead recognizes this fact, he 
does it principally by introducing the notion of negative pre- 
hension. 

Negative Frehension Whitehead does not explain the notion 
of negative prehension clearly or in any detail; he does not 
seem to attach much importance to it. But it is possible to 
develop the notion by distinguishing three kinds of negation 
which he defines in various places. 

One meaning of negative prehension is simply “exclusion 
from concrescence,” or mere diversity. An actual entity is 
finite, including in the nexus from which it arises some actual 
entities and not including others. Hence, it includes some 
characteristics or forms of definiteness and does not include 
others. But this is merely one way of saying that it is dif- 
ferent from other actual entities or possible ones. It is itself 
and not something else. The fact that it has a certain, deter- 
minate character implies that that character has limits. The 
fact that it is this also means that it is not that. 

However, the fact that one actual entity is different from 
another does not mean that it is also incompatible with that 
other actual entity. That other actual entity is not included 
in its concrescence. Maybe it could have been included; may- 
be not. All that is being pointed out here is that the fact of 
diversity does not imply incompatibility. Indeed, the essence 
of creative advance is that “differents’^ are brought together 
in a concrescence which joins them in a single actual entity. 

Whitehead appears to be using negative prehension in the 
sense of mere diversity when in Adventures of Ideas he speaks 
of it as “anaesthesia.” However, in that work he also refers 
to negation as a positive fact, such as pain, horror, dislike. 
Here in what he calls aesthetic destruction^ two incompatible 
feelings are present in a single subject without any reconciling 
factor. Here is active discord and conflict. 

These two kinds of negation, mere diversity and aesthetic 
destruction, are not distinguished in Process and Reality. For 
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there it is said that a negative prehension is a definite bond 
with the world and contributes its subjective form to the 
concrescence, though not the actual entity which it negatively 
prehends. However, it is hard to see how mere diversity, 
standing for the finiteness of the actual entity, can be thought 
of as a bond to that which is excluded. Certainly it cannot 
be conceived of as contributing a subjective form. For if bonds 
or relations mean anything according to Whitehead’s theory, 
it is that the things bound together or related are really to- 
gether. But the point about negative prehension is that two or 
more things really are not together. This is why there is an 
element of genuine pluralism in the world: some things are 
truly separate from one another. 

However, if we think of negation in the sense of “aesthetic 
destruction” then we can see how such a prehension would 
contribute a subjective form to the concrescence. For the 
point about pain, for instance, is that then one feels some 
part of his flesh or spirit being torn away. He has that part, 
and yet something which is depriving him of it is also at work: 
he is losing a part of himself. Similarly pain may accompany 
the growing or creative process, as when, for instance, a man 
trying to state an idea which is practically within his grasp, 
for the moment feels it slipping away. Such conflicts and 
discords really can, for a while at least, exist within a person. 

But they can exist only for a while. And this introduces 
a third sense of negation which must be stated, but which 
Whitehead says little or nothing about. The conflict of in- 
compatibles cannot last: one or the other gains the upper hand 
— that is the significance of their being incompatible. When 
one of them does, then the other — so far as concerns the ac- 
tual entity feeling the first thing — is lost and destroyed. 
Here is the kind of loss and destruction which has continually 
intruded itself on our discussion in this book. It is not the evil 
of finitude, nor the evil of pain and conflict, but the evil of 
destruction and death. 
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Negation as Destruction Our analysis of process shows that 
much of the transiency of the world is illusory. Actual entities 
with their characteristics seem to pass out of existence, but 
in fact remain on in further stages of process. Putting it 
broadly, then, we can say that true stability in change is often 
the mode of alteration of things. But we must also include in 
our principles of process some account of the destruction of 
things and their characters. 

How this comes about, it seems to me, can be stated in 
Whitehead’s language. First, we must see that where destruc- 
tion occurs in the course of a concrescence,® if a constituent 
feeling of a certain actual entity is eliminated, the unifying 
feeling of that entity must also be eliminated. For the unify- 
ing feeling prehends an eternal object which includes the eter- 
nal objects determining the subjective forms of the constitu- 
ent feelings of the entity. Hence, if a constituent feeling is 
not admissible, neither can that unifying feeling be admissible 
which includes the excluded constituent feeling. Consequently 
we must think of destruction as involving elimination of the 
unifying feeling and some of its constituent feelings. 

To illustrate; Two actual entities, A and B, have been as- 
sociated with one another as actual entity, A-B, through sev- 
eral stages of process. In a further stage of process there is 
concrescence with actual entity C. In this further stage, C 
being compatible with B, concresces with B to form the ac- 
tual entity B-C. But C is incompatible with A and so A and A-B 
are eliminated from the process which forms B-C. From the 
point of view of B-C, B is separated from its former association 
with A. This is the case of evil as destructio??. 

In a sense, this kind of elimination is merely another instance 
of mere diversity. B-C, as an atom of becoming, simply has 
nothing to do with A or A-B. But the important fact for us 
is that B has been associated with A in previous stages of pro- 
cess. Hence, insofar as B-C dissociates B from A this instance 
is distinguished from the case of mere diversity. 

This account states the problem, and also suggests a solu- 
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tion. It suggests a way in which destruction may be overcome 
and made good. For while it shows that A and the actual entity 
emergent from A-B are lost in relation to the question of 
what happens to A-B remains open. It may be that A-B^ 
while it is lost in relation to B-C, still continues on in a process 
which connects it with other and compatible entities. 

This suggestion involves the assumption that B and its con- 
stituents can participate in the line of process of A-B and also 
in the line of B-C; in short, that B, as an actual entity, can 
function in two different places. This, as we have seen, is a 
fundamental principle of Whitehead’s account. A single actual 
entity can function in more than one continuum. Hence, it 
is possible that in one continuum an actual entity should be 
dissociated from an associate of long standing, while in an- 
other continuum the association of the two should continue. 

In short, it is possible that the destruction and loss which 
our experience unquestionably records, is yet made good in 
a continuum beyond our experience. This Saving Order be- 
yond experience, beyond history, beyond nature, which makes 
good the discontinuities of experience, history, and nature, 
Whitehead calls the Consequent Nature of God. 

‘‘The universe,” writes Whitehead, “includes a threefold 
creative act composed of (i) the one infinite conceptual real- 
ization, (ii) the multiple solidarity of free physical realiza- 
tions in the temporal world, (iii) the ultimate unity of the 
multiplicity of actual fact with the primordial conceptual 
fact.”^ 

The first aspect is the Primordial Nature of God; the 
ordered realm of all possibility; in short, the Promise and the 
Word. The second aspect is the familiar pluralistic world of 
clashing men and events, coming into existence and going 
out of existence. The third aspect is the Consequent Nature 
of God, one actual entity whose conceptual pole is the Pri- 
mordial Nature and whose physical pole is constituted by 
prehensions of the actual entities of the pluralistic world; in 
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short, the Kingdom of Heaven. Let us consider the Primordial 
Nature and then the Consequent Nature of God. 

The Primordial Nature of God It is hard to try to write 
about the nature of God without deep embarrassment. Yet 
men have feelings and ideas of Him. Dim and shifting as these 
feelings and ideas may be, they are not without content. They 
are not of an unintelligible quiddity. They have a meaning 
which a man, while recognizing the pitiful inadequacy of his 
efforts, may yet try to clarify and communicate. 

In our analysis of process we consider two aspects of the 
potentiality of an actual entity. First, we considered the uni- 
fying prehension which is the new factor in a concrescence. 
Secondly, we examined the conceptual prehensions which re- 
produce respectively the actual entities of the nexus. Strictly 
these two sorts of prehension exhaust the potentiality of the 
actual entity. But there is still a further kind of potentiality 
which is related to the actual entity. This is the potentiality of 
having consequences different from itself in the future, the 
fact that an actual entity may enter into further concrescences 
in many possible manners. Each actual entity has access to a 
realm of ordered potentiality which is not included in its con- 
ceptual pole. This realm is the power and purpose of the 
divine entity, the Primordial Nature of God. 

Each concrescence is creative, bringing about the ingres- 
sion of an eternal object hitherto unrealized in the nexus of 
this concrescence. This eternal object is derived not from the 
conceptual poles of any of the actual entities of its nexus, but 
from the Primordial Nature of God. But the Primordial Na- 
ture is also an actual entity and is physically prehended by 
every concrescence. So it is more accurate to say that the new 
conceptual prehension is derived from that physical prehen- 
sion by which the subject prebends the Primordial Nature. 
It is correct to say that each concrescence is self-creative only 
if we include in its nexus the Primordial Nature. 

The Primordial Nature of God does not destroy the pri- 
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vate nature of the individual, atomic fact. The Primordial 
Nature, so to speak, is the great relater of things, providing 
that power which enables them to be really together in one 
another. This real togetherness does not destroy the individual 
“atom.” The “atom” has its own peculiar character and in later 
stages of process continues to function in a relevant manner. 

Whitehead’s God, then, in one sense is immanent. The 
Primordial Nature enters into every concrescence. So far 
as an actual entity has the power to constitute a further ac- 
tual entity, that power is God’s power. Yet this power is also 
imposed. It is not the power of the atom of actuality itself, 
but only that power to which all actuality has access. There 
are these buds of experience and the Primordial Nature as the 
principle and power of budding does not obliterate its own 
creations. 

Emerson stated the point in a simple image. “Spirit, that is, 
the Supreme Being,” he wrote in Natme, “does not build up 
nature around us, but puts it forth through us, as the life of 
the tree puts forth new branches and leaves through the pores 
of the old. As a plant upon the earth, so a man rests upon the 
bosom of God.”^° 

The Primordial Nature is the Promise. Our knowledge of 
it is the intuition that the world is governed by One Power. 
That knowledge must be an intuition, for it cannot be based 
on the evidence of history and nature. The processes of his- 
tory and nature are not always continuous; they are infected 
with conflict and mortality. That is, each concrescence does 
not always reach a determinate outcome unifying all entities 
of the nexus. Sometimes there is conflict, loss, negative pre- 
hension. Yet our intuition of the Primordial Nature is the 
knowledge that as there is one creative power, so is there in 
the end one created order, the Consequent Nature of God. 

The Consequent Nature of God Every actual entity, hu- 
man and nonhuman, which has ever become is prehended by 
the Consequent Nature. Here there are no final incompatibil- 
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ities. “In it there is no loss, no obstruction. . . The image — and 
it is only an image — the image under which this operative 
growth of God’s nature is best conceived, is that of a tender 
care that nothing be lost.”” 

Here is that single, uninterrupted continuum which philos- 
ophers of progress seek for in vain in the events of our fa- 
miliar, pluralistic world. In this single continuum, a single, 
complex purpose is realized in a single, complex act. There is 
neither past nor future, but only a present within which all 
events occur “all at once,” totiim shmil, as subordinate parts 
of an all-inclusive whole. 

In the temporal world there are negations in the mode of 
“mere diversity” and “destruction.” But in the Consequent 
Nature, the excluded or destroyed entities arc included. Here 
then is that Saving Order where all plans, all purposes, con- 
scious or unconscious, are preserved and maintained. Here 
the creation, however slight, which the formation of each 
purpose involved is saved and used. 

For the actual entity is not merely saved, but also used, by 
being joined with all other actual entities in a final .synthesis. 
It is used as a constituent of the final integrations or “contrasts” 
which unify God’s Consequent Nature. Its important con- 
tribution is not an eternal object, for all eternal objects are 
present eternally in the Primordial Nature. What an actual 
entity contributes to the Consequent Nature consists in the 
physical prehension of it by that Nature. These physical pre- 
hensions are necessary to God’s nature. For they are the ac- 
tualization of the parts of the Divine Purpose of which the 
Consequent Nature is the actualization of the whole. Because 
that purpose is power and plan there must occur its actualiza- 
tion in finite parts as the World. The whole cannot be actual- 
ized unless its parts are too. Hence, finite actualities are neces- 
sary to the infinite actuality. 

The World needs God. It needs Him as the Single Pur- 
pose which provides its finite concrescences with creative 
power. But Whitehead’s God is not a wholly transcendent 
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deity which is external to, and independent of, the World and 
its parts. The World, the multiplicity of finite actualizations, 
is necessary to God, the unification of this multiplicity. Or to 
use other language: the multiverse is necessary to the universe. 
It is one mode of the fulfillment of the Purpose. 

So when an actual entity is saved by and in this Consequent 
Nature, it is not only preserved but fulfilled. That Purpose 
which was immanent in it as the Primordial Nature is now 
actualized in the Consequent Nature. Hence the immortality 
of actual entities, conscious and unconscious, is personal only 
in a very restricted sense. In the Saving Order the finite entity 
is preserved, but also infinitely transformed. For “eternity 
will fulfill and not annul the richness and variety which the 
temporal process has elaborated.”^® 

The relation of the Consequent Nature to human souls (as 
well as to other actual entities) is analogous to the relation of 
the soul to those various lines of process in the body from 
which it inherits. These lines of process, on the one hand, are 
inherited by the soul and, on the other, by the body in its 
interaction with the environment. But the analogy is very 
inexact. The bodily lines of process in their interaction with 
the environment may have futures which do not affect the 
soul. But all futures of a soul, whether inheriting from it in 
part or whole, are prehended by the Consequent Nature. Not 
only the soul’s physical prehensions of its former moments, 
but also the soul’s influence on body and environment are in- 
cluded within the Consequent Nature. That follows from the 
fact that the Consequent Nature is the coming together of 
every actual entity, simple or complex, soul or not soul. Hence, 
far more than bodily events within the soul, all events happen 
within God. They are all stages in the actualization of the 
Divine Purpose. 

Eros toward perfection When we were previously examin- 
ing the principles of concrescence, we started from a set of 
actual entities from which a new entity emerges. The course 
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of the analysis brought out how these entities are integrated 
creatively in the emergent actuality. It may be that some of 
them cannot be integrated with the others, and so are 
negatively prehended. The “subjective aim” of the process, 
one might say, is to bring together as many actual entities as 
possible. 

Whitehead does describe the subjective aim in such terms. 
He writes of it as “the urge towards the realization of the 
maximum number of eternal objects subject to the restraint 
that they must be under conditions of contrast.”^® By “con- 
trast” he means relevance or compatibility. So what he is say- 
ing here is that the subjective aim is to realize as many eternal 
objects as the ordering of possibility — or “laws” of relevance 
— allows. Those actual entities whose unifying eternal objects 
are irrelevant to the other actual entities of the set from which 
the actuality is emerging, will be negatively prehended. So 
far as the unifying eternal objects of the entities are relevant 
or compatible; so far, that is, as there is an eternal object in 
the Primordial Nature which is their togetherness in the mode 
of potentiality, these subordinate eternal objects and their 
actual entities will be positivity included in the concrescence. 

This aim at realizing more and more eternal objects, so long 
as there is a further eternal object which will unify them, 
Whitehead refers to as the aim at “balanced complexity.” It can 
be thought of in less technical terms as an aim at “enrichment” 
or “intensity.” It may also be called the “Eros toward perfec- 
tion.” The Eros is not a new force or further principle. It refers 
to a function of the Primordial Nature. The Primordial Nature 
is the final cause which pervades all process, realizing more and 
more of the possible and culminating in the perfect actuality 
of the Consequent Nature. 

Whitehead’s doctrine then is consistent with that of the 
aesthetic humanists who counsel men to enrich their souls; 
or, as Dewey puts it, to increase the shades and scope of mean- 
ing included in their present action. For where there is growth 
and enrichment, new finite actualities are being created. Hence, 



A SAVING ORDER 


175 

any act of growth or enrichment is important because it is 
doing a particular concrete task even though infinitesimal, in 
the infinite concrete work which is set before us, the realiza- 
tion of the Primordial Nature. 

Evil as Negation That there is in some sense a Saving Order 
is indicated by our moral and religious feelings. But is not the 
notion of the Consequent Nature of God radically in con- 
flict with the outlines of the Saving Order indicated by those 
feelings, dim and abstract as those outlines are? In particular, 
does not the Consequent Nature save “too much”? Putting 
it bluntly, shall we say that the evil are saved as well as the 
good? 

We must turn to the root of the idea of evil: negative 
prehension. In its most prominent sense, negative prehension is 
destruction. It occurs when one actual entity of a con- 
crescence is incompatible with another and results in the 
elimination of certain of the constituents of one of the entities. 
These eliminated actual entities are dissociated from the other 
constituents and their unifying actual entity. We recognize 
here the basic form of evil: something has been destroyed; a 
man has been hurt or killed; one nation has been subjugated 
by another. 

But note wherein the evil lies. It lies not in the positive 
character of any actual entity; each actual entity in itself, 
that is, considered apart from its relations, is an actualization 
of the possible and in some measure an enrichment of the 
world. The evil lies in the destruction of such an actualiza- 
tion. It is a “negative fact.” It actualizes nothing. Evil is 
nothing; it is Non-Being. 

The murderer’s act in itself may have a certain excellence 
or art about it. The evil lies in its incompatibility with the 
maintenance and growth of the higher powers of another man. 
In itself the army of the aggressor has order and beauty, as 
have all efficient things. War has a kind of aesthetic perfection, 
if we can forget the suffering and frustration. “It is well this 
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is SO terrible,” said Lee as he watched the battle of Fredericks- 
burg, ‘Ve should grow too fond of it.” 

Now, it would be ridiculous and immoral and treason 
to the whole sense of this account of the world to jump to 
the conclusion that the destructive men and forces of the 
temporal world are not to be combated. Quite the contrary 
follows, as our moral and religious feelings indicate. The 
point which is being made here is the very simple one that the 
‘‘negative fact” of destruction cannot be saved in the Conse- 
quent Nature precisely because it is not a fact, not an actuality, 
but the negation of fact and actuality. Negation exists only re- 
lative to parts of the temporal world. That is, negation is a 
“fact” for those entities which have been dissociated from one 
another. In the consequent Nature of God these dissociations 
are superseded in the real togetherness of all actual entities of 
all time and place. 

But what of the evil purpose, the purpose which aims at 
destruction? Is there not something in this purpose itself 
which is evil? Yes, there is. Consider the aggressor. His pur- 
pose is in itself evil in the sense that it excludes elements of ac- 
tuality which could have been included and so is poorer and 
narrower than it might have been. That is, he is an aggressor 
because he could have found a way to get along with his neigh- 
bor. It was humanly possible to find some compromise, some 
reconciliation which would have adjusted his and his neigh- 
bor’s interests. Inquiry, taking thought, reasoning together, 
could have produced an adjustment in some measure adding 
to the actuality of his purpose. But his purpose excluded these 
real possibilities. Here there was negation in the mode of 
diversity or exclusion. 

If we reflect on this kind of negation for a moment, we see 
that it characterizes all purpose, even that of the most humane 
and tolerant man. No human purpose is or can be all-inclusive; 
no human love universal. That is our finitude: we cannot know 
enough to include in our purposes all purposes which are or 
shall be. No matter how advanced the social system which we 
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support, it daily darkens hopes and frustrates growing powers 
which in some conceivable situation could be realized. There 
is a relative difference between the aggressor who could have 
found a reconciliation with his neighbor and the man whose 
best efforts and best knowledge cannot cope with some social 
problem. Yet this man of good will too carries a great burden 
of evil which in his pride he is inclined to forget. He too needs 
forgiveness.^’'^ 

But who is this man of good will? He tries to find a recon- 
ciliation with his neighbor; he tries to promote the expression 
of creative powers wherever he can discern them. Such an 
effort is itself an additional trait of his purpose. Why should 
his purpose have this trait? How, in terms of Whitehead’s 
analysis, could his purpose acquire this trait and this direction? 
This question is best approached through considering the 
grounds of faith. In the next chapter we shall consider the 
grounds of faith and what change faith may work in purpose. 
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FAITH AND MORALS 

Such is the fluent world of Mr. Whitehead. The ter- 
minology is unfamiliar, but once that difficulty is overcome 
it is easy to see that much of what he says is confirmed in 
everyday experience. He sets out a system of very general 
ideas which can be readily used to describe the movement of 
human thought and action and natural process. Much is ac- 
ceptable, but can we follow him to the very end? The crux 
is: Are there grounds for believing there is one Divine Purpose 
and Consequence? If there are not, the problem of purpose is 
unsolved and we fall back into the arms of the skeptic and 
defeatist. 

“Proofs” of the existence of God are as presumptuous as 
attempts to describe His nature. Yet that is because at bottom 
we have an idea of His being and a faith in His existence which 
mock the effort to catch them in our poor net of words. Once 
we have caught a glimpse of this idea and this faith we see 
why it is so hard to give them names. We cannot explain 
why the effort is presumptuous until we have made the effort. 

Discontinuity as Dissociation The question is: Why accept 
the hypothesis of the final real togetherness of all things 
m which the discontinuity and destruction of the temporal 
world are superseded? First, we must see that destruction 
or discontinuity should be thought of as dissociation. Destruc- 
tion occurs when some of the constituents of an actual entity 
are eliminated. These constituents are dissociated from the 
other actual entities with which they had previously been 
unified. The hypothesis we are now considering is that this 
dissociation is superseded in the Consequent Nature of God. 
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That hypothesis is implausible to common sense which rebels 
at the suggestion that a thing can be two “places” at the same 
“time.” Whitehead’s analysis of nature should have shaken 
the prejudice which prompts this reaction. In his fluent world 
an association of entities may continue to function in another 
continuum even though from the point of view of one of 
its constituents that association seems to have been broken 
up and destroyed. 

This is a possibility which we must take seriously and it 
profoundly changes the nature of our problem. For now we 
must at least grant that there are two constructions which can 
be put on the fact of destruction. There is the possibility that 
the association has been utterly destroyed. There is also the 
possibility that it continues in another order of things. Hence 
our problem is not, What shall we say about the hard fact of 
utter destruction? but rather, Which construction shall we 
put upon the ambiguous fact of dissociation? 

Perhaps this in itself is enough to solve the practical problem. 
The defeatist may rehearse the black record of death and 
failure which darkens the history of individual men and their 
societies. But if Whitehead’s analysis of the common processes 
of nature is correct, the defeatist may never rest in his hope- 
lessness and cynicism. The further suggestion must always 
be there that quite possibly the plain facts are not the true 
facts; that failure and death may be illusory. 

Sel^-transcendence But we do not want to leave our inquiry 
in a state of hopeful indecision. We want to push it as far 
along the road toward conviction as we can. Do we find any- 
thing further in experience which gives a reasonable man 
grounds for honestly believing in a final unity? 

Whitehead’s theory of God indicates that there should be 
such grounds. Every actual entity includes a prehension of 
the Primordial Nature of God, the promise of a final unity. 
If this is so, then there should be some way in which a man 
can focus his attention upon that prehension and thereby 



l8o THE CITY OF REASON 

discover in his experience a feeling and idea of final unity. 

In a sense, we have been concerned with that prehension 
or feeling, throughout this book. We have constantly been 
concerned with that “element of futurity” or “principle of 
unrest” or “aspect of self-transcendence” which is a trait of all 
actuality. But this trait of actuality is precisely the conceptual 
pole of an actual entity which not only unifies the actual 
entity but also gives it access to the vast ordered realm of 
potentiality, the Primordial Nature. 

Whitehead expresses this self-transcendence of things as 
a conclusion of modern physics.^ Self-transcendence is a trait 
of history as well as of nature. The facts of history, like 
those of physical nature, refuse to be stable. Statesmen make 
a political settlement and guarantee it with all the harsh powers 
at their command. In a few years the facts of their settlement 
have given rise to strange and unexpected results, possibly the 
very opposite of what the planners had intended. No fact of 
existence is permanent. All facts are relative to something be- 
yond themselves, as if they were in pursuit of some sufficiency 
or wholeness which they lack. 

The soul itself displays a continual restlessness and an urge 
to become something more than it actually is. When we con- 
sider the notion of perspective, we note this. On the one hand, 
a man’s perspective is his system of purpose as a complex 
unity. On the other hand, his perspective is riddled with 
ambiguity. It has many powers or potentialities which are not 
yet realized. Perspective is the point at which that which has 
been learned and accomplished touches a power drawing it on 
toward further accomplishment. 

In the Symposium Plato makes it his principal theme to 
elucidate this restlessness and ceaseless movement of the soul. 
He calls this urge Love and the dialogue goes on the show 
how this passion, which seems to be deeply selfish, in fact aims 
at transforming those who share it. What the lover finds in 
union with the beloved is not his old nature over again, but 
rather something more than he had been, that state or end 
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which drew him toward the beloved. For “everyone who 
desires, desires that which he has not already, and which is 
future and not present, and which he has not and is not, and 
of which he is in want.”^ 

But the love of which Plato writes is not merely the attrac- 
tion which draws one human being to another. It is that 
ceaseless urge which also drives them on toward self-comple- 
tion in the ways of virtue, art, and contemplation; it is the 
Eros toward perfection. In the love of one human being for 
another, what we should see then is a parable for that Eros 
which in many and divers ways joins imperfect man and the 
perfect or complete being, God. “For,” writes Plato, “God 
mingles not with man; but through Love all the intercourse 
and converse of God with man, whether awake or asleep, is 
carried on.”® 

A sense of this dissatisfaction which is yet the promise of 
a greater satisfaction has marked other philosophies in the 
Platonic tradition. “We grant that human life is mean,” wrote 
Emerson in The Over-Soul, “but how did we find out that it 
was mean? What is the ground of this uneasiness of ours; of 
this old discontent? What is the universal sense of want and 
ignorance, but the fine innuendo by which the great soul 
makes its enormous claim? . . . 

“The philosophy of six thousand years has not searched the 
chambers and magazines of the soul. In its experiments there 
has always remained, in the last analysis, a residuum it could 
not resolve. Man is a stream whose source is hidden. Always 
our being is descending into us from we know not whence. 
The most exact calculator has no prescience that somewhat 
incalculable may not baulk the very next moment. I am con- 
strained every moment to acknowledge a higher origin for 
events than the will I call mine.” ^ 

It is the relativity and flux of things which is the great 
convincing fact. When we see that the facts are relative we 
see that they are not isolated and discontinuous, but that they 
are related to a further whole or unity. The “futurity” which 
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is within them is precisely this unity at work in all its parts. 
It is the one final cause, the Primordial Nature of God, bring- 
ing the whole of process to fruition. Every moment of fact 
by its transiency proclaims itself to be only a part and there- 
with promises a unity beyond. The incompleteness, the 
poverty of the present facts, appears only because there is a 
completeness and wealth which they foretell. 

We have a sense of the movement of things. This sense is 
not just the reflection of past experience that things do change. 
It is an immediate, present sense of the power which changes 
them. It is an immediate feeling, an intuition, of the com- 
pleteness which all things aim at and will attain. 

T he Idea and Feeling of Final Unity There is, it seems to me, 
an aspect of experience which indicates a final unity of things. 
Saints and philosophers have explored that aspect. Any proof 
or argument purporting to show that there is a final unity 
must connect itself with such experience, if it is to carry con- 
viction.® That is, if the idea is to be convincing, it must be 
accompanied by or derived from a feeling of that unity. To 
be convinced of the existence of God is to feel His Presence. 
Proof will also be conversion. The best that words can do 
is to turn attention to this feeling. Yet, inadequate as our effort 
must be, we may nonetheless profitably examine the more 
intellectualist approach to the problem. 

This approach is that we must believe that is a final unity, 
because we cannot deny that unity without asserting it. It is 
impossible, runs the argument, for a man to conceive of a 
final plurality of truth or fact, for if he will examine his con- 
ception of such a plurality, he will see that he holds this 
plurality to exist within a final unity. In short, there is in 
any thinking being a positive knowledge of the final unity of 
all things which his thought inevitably asserts, so to speak, 
regardless of his own wishes in the matter. 

Suppose we make this statement: “The fundamental entities 
of the world are discontinuous with one another.” The diffi- 
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culty is that when we try seriously to accept this notion, we 
find ourselves putting these final pluralities into a still more 
final unity. We start out by thinking of the entities of the 
multiverse as simply separate and isolated from one another. 
But does this mean they are merely apart and with nothing 
whatsoever between them? This hardly seems acceptable. 
For if there is nothing between them, nothing whatever 
separating them, then are they not together? Or if there is 
something which separates them, which holds them apart, 
then will they not be really together by means of that which 
is really together with each? 

As soon as we try to assert the existence of final pluralities 
they begin to develop relations with, or prehensions of, 
a common environment. Such pluralities will stay apart only 
when there is something to hold them apart relative to one 
another. And that which holds them apart relative to one 
another brings them together in a further unity. As F. H. 
Bradley writes: “We have no knowledge of a plural diversity, 
nor can we attach any sense to it, if we do not have it some- 
how as one.”® 

Or suppose we assert the familiar proposition: “All truths 
are relative.” To say that a true proposition is relative means 
that this proposition holds of fact, but only in a certain con- 
text. When this context is eliminated, the proposition no 
longer holds. The connection asserted by the proposition 
holds so long as other connections are also present. The truth 
of this proposition depends upon other propositions also 
being true. With this view, incidentally, the general argument 
of this book would heartily agree. But the question here is 
what you mean when you say this is the case with all truths. 
What you mean is something like this: That if all truths could 
be examined each would be found to presuppose certain 
other truths. But obviously if all truths were somehow so 
examined, the resulting intelligence would include them in 
an organized system of truth which would not depend upon 
any true propositions outside itself since it would include all. 
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Here would be a final, unified, nonrelative system of truth. 
Did you not presuppose such a system when you asserted that 
all truths are relative? That is, did you not already pre- 
suppose that such a system exists in the mode of possibility, 
this is, could be known? 

There is a natural objection: This is all the work of the 
mind. The mind cannot conceive of plurality without unity, 
nor of relativity without a whole to which all parts are re- 
lative. But that does not mean that the world is like that; 
just because the poor human mind finds a multiverse of truth 
or fact inconceivable tells us nothing about whether the world 
is or is not a multiverse. In this objection there is real point. 
It lights up the difficulty of arguing about such a subject. An 
argument can state what is inconceivable and what must be 
conceived. But it cannot carry conviction unless it directs the 
soul to the perception of a fact, the feeling of the final unity 
as God’s presence in the soul. The best that argument can do is 
to show the stubbornness with which mind insists that this 
idea of final unity is really about fact. 

For instance, let us follow this line of argument: A thing 
cannot be itself and also something else; If A, then A and 
not not- A. When we examine any description of fact we in- 
sist that it conform to this principle if it is to be accepted as 
true, that is, as a description of fact. Theory may not be self- 
contradictory, because fact cannot be self-contradictory. 
Truth is self-consistent because it is the truth about a self- 
consistent reality. The mind stubbornly insists on the prin- 
ciple of identity and noncontradiction as a character of true 
theory and real fact. Yet, as we have noted throughout this 
book and especially in the discussion of Whitehead, no theory 
and no fact with which we are acquainted is self-consistent. 
Every theory we develop in inquiry presupposes further prop- 
ositions which it is the effort of further inquiry to elicit. Every 
actual entity is itself and also its consequences. It is not just 
itself, but inseparably more and other than itself. Like our 
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theories about actuality, an actual entity is self-contradictory. 

We conclude that these apparent facts are not fact, an 
absurdity. Or we conclude that there is an Ultimate Fact in- 
cluding all apparent facts which is self-consistent. The prin- 
ciple of identity and noncontradiction, bare formal notion that 
it is, is one form taken by our positive knowledge of that final 
unity of all things. 

It seems that we cannot help but criticize and depreciate 
our knowledge of the world. Our science is an abstraction; it 
is incomplete and inadequate. Yet we can so criticize and de- 
preciate only because we feel there is a knowledge which 
is complete and adequate. Every separate truth is incomplete 
because we know there is a complete truth in the light of 
which, in whose illumination, it would be shown to be in- 
complete. In our incomplete knowledge there is also present 
an idea and feeling of that knowledge which is complete. It 
is this idea which is the source of our ceaseless, Faustian dis- 
content with what we now know and purpose. 

We complain that the world is uncertain. Whence comes 
this notion of certainty by which we measure the things of 
this world and find them wanting? If we have experience only 
of the uncertain, how do we acquire a notion of the certain? 
We observe that human judgment is fallible, that truth is rela- 
tive, that man is mortal. Do these terms, fallible, relative, mor- 
tal, have meaning? If they do, must we not grant that their 
meanings involve notions of the infallible, the absolute and the 
immortal? For the former terms are merely the negation of 
the latter. And if we do have notions of the infallible, the ab- 
solute, and the immortal, how can we explain the origin of 
such notions? Do we not derive them from experience? Are 
they not the fine innuendo by which the great soul makes 
its claim? That is a question which a man must answer for 
himself.^ 

Sel^-consciousness A conscious feeling is an integration of 
a propositional feeling and a physical feeling. Its subjective 
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form is the contrast between theory, what might be, and fact, 
what is. Already in this contrast there is a distrust of knowl- 
edge. To reflect upon this distrust is a further stage of feeling, 
self-consciousness. In this further stage the conscious feeling 
is integrated with the feeling of God. The subjective form 
of the self-conscious feeling is at once a greater doubt and a 
resolution of that doubt in certain hope. There is a greater 
fear and doubt when the distrust of theory is contrasted with 
the feeling of the immense unrealized powers of the world, 
the Primordial Nature of God. There is certain hope in the 
contrast of these feelings with the feeling of God’s Consequent 
Nature. Skepticism, radical doubt, fear, are the beginning of 
wisdom. For that great fear can come only from a source in 
which all may trust. 

As a conscious being, man is creative. In this role he is an 
intelligent animal, the tool-user and scientist, homo faber and 
homo sapiens. His power to retain, organize, and reflect upon 
past experience gives him creativity of an exceptionally high 
order. In this role, he is concerned with “natural fact” only, 
whether he is dealing with physics, chemistry, medicine, eco- 
nomics, sociology, or political science. The question he asks 
is. How can I more efficiently achieve my present ends-in- 
view? In the course of successful inquiry, he at once conforms 
to and conquers nature. He does not simply adjust himself 
to his environment; he also adjusts the environment to himself. 
He reconciles his ends with fact and fact with his ends. There- 
fore, he at once acquires greater freedom by his conquest of 
nature and develops his own nature by enrichment of his ends. 

As an intelligent animal he may also be a social animal. 
He may find that his ends are promoted by forming common 
purposes with others; that cooperation gets results. He may, 
therefore, seek reconciliation with others and thereby realize 
more of his powers. So in his role of intelligent animal, man 
also is a culture-building animal. Throughout, it must be em- 
phasized, his ends-in-view are developed and his self is being 
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realized. The Eros drives him continually toward greater ex- 
cellence. 

But man is not only a critic of means to ends. He is also a 
critic of ends. He seeks not only more efficient means, but 
also the right ends. He asks not only, “What is useful for 
me?” but also, “What am I useful for?” He is not only an intel- 
ligent animal, but also a moral animal; not only a scientist, 
but also a philosopher. He is not only conscious, but also 
self-conscious. 

In self-conscious reflection a man arrives at an intuition that 
the world is creative and one. This intuition is not only an 
idea, but also a feeling. It is a feeling that he is a creative agent 
of that greater creative process; that its purpose is also his 
purpose; that God’s will is also his own deeper will. This 
intuition not only leads man to see the creative unity of things; 
it also leads him to try to promote it. To know that God is, 
is at the same moment to will His will. To be self-conscious 
is to be a critic of ends. The religious intuition is also a source 
of an ethical imperative. What is the content of this impera- 
tive? 

Solution of the Problem of Purpose To begin with, the im- 
perative of this ethics is that the creativity of the soul is good 
and is to be promoted. The human soul is one of the mani- 
festations of that great creative power which pervades the 
universe. The soul does not merely register conformally what 
is presented to it, but rather works up that material into its 
plans and purposes. Intelligence is creative, and these plans of 
ours, derived from the given facts, but always going beyond 
those facts, are its creations. In them there ingress into ac- 
tuality eternal objects which previously had lain unrealized 
in the Divine Purpose. In the course of successful inquiry, 
the soul is enriched in shades and scope of meaning of present 
action. 

The vocation of man is the pursuit of knowledge. He ought 
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to act on his most probable knowledge because action is the 
only way in which the continuous growth of knowledge 
can occur. Indeed, he cannot be said to know unless he tries 
to act. For the effort to act, i.e., purpose, is the unifying factor 
of the soul at any moment. A soul without purpose literally 
disintegrates into its less complex constituents. Defeatism, a 
refusal to act on one’s most probable knowledge and a falling 
back on the more conventional and less complex expectations, 
IS this disintegration of the soul. 

Here is the solution of the problem of purpose: A man 
ought to act on his most probable knov/ledge because in form- 
ing a purpose on such knowledge an element of possibility is 
actualized in his soul and because only by acting can the 
further growth of knowledge occur. 

History may frustrate our purposes. We can never have 
certainty about what will happen in the temporal world. The 
temporal world is a destructive as well as a creative world. 
Yet that fact cannot shake our faith that in the end somehow 
all souls are saved and used. Indeed, a certain contempt for 
what happens in the temporal world and in history must ac- 
company this faith. The things of this world are fortuitous 
and swiftly perishable. The gratification of human wishes, 
your own or others’, can never be your final standard, al- 
though you must work unceasingly to achieve that gratifica- 
tion. 

For the whole sense of this faith is lost if you allow your 
detachment to degenerate into passive resignation. Merely 
to accept the world; to fail to learn from it; to give up trying 
to change it — this perverts hideously the very premise from 
which your feeling of detachment follows. That premise is 
that this world is a place for the making of souls. As such, 
it is an immensely important place. 

Our faith is that our efforts to change the world will surely 
bear fruit. Because of that faith nothing can make our hopes 
flag. No frustration, no disaster, no dark inference of inevitable 
decline can diminish our strenuous reformism. We are at peace 
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only because we know that our work surely counts. We are 
intensely attached to this world precisely because of our faith 
in the next. Such a faith will not tolerate defeatism in the 
guise of religious resignation. 

This otherworldly faith gives eternal importance to the 
things of this world, to fallible human knowledge and transient 
human purpose. Its ethics is not an empirical ethics, but it is 
the ethics of empiricism. Knowledge gained from experience — 
empirical science in the broad sense — is an unreliable instru- 
ment for controlling nature and making history. But as the 
content of human purpose, this science contributes lastingly 
to the Saving Order. Our continual efforts to unlock the 
secrets of nature and to extend the bounds of science are of 
the essence of that process of making souls which is the great 
work of the world. And if our age is a more scientific age 
than any other, then in a real sense it is a more devout age. 

The Ethics of Humanity Our faith gives us a reason for act- 
ing on our best knowledge. It solves the problem of purpose, 
the problem of the relativity of truth. That problem, as stated 
in Chapter II, was not an ethical problem. Yet we have seen 
that the solution to it involves an ethics. A man cannot gain 
that faith which makes sense of his knowledge and purpose 
without at the same time feeling an ethical imperative. The 
solution to the problem of purpose is an ethical and ultimately 
a religious solution. My creative inquiry is worth while be- 
cause creativity everywhere is worth while. My pursuit of 
truth is important because the pursuit of truth by men any- 
where is important. Therefore, it is my duty not only to seek 
truth and excellence on my own part, but also to help others 
seek truth and excellence. If my soul’s growth is important, 
so is their souls’ growth. 

This ethics is not unlike the ethics of civilization, yet there 
is an important difference of emphasis. The ethics of civiliza- 
tion began with the obligation of man to seek community 
with other men. In the course of the argument, we were 
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obliged to grant that this obligation alone did not satisfy 
our moral feelings and that there is also an obligation for a 
man to develop his skills and powers. The argument went on 
to show that these two obligations are often compatible, since 
the obligation of community can be expressed in reconcilia- 
tion which itself develops the purposes reconciled. 

There is an important aspect of moral feeling which the 
ethics of civilization fails to include. We do feel obliged to 
seek reconciliation; we know that when we develop new ties 
of cooperation with others our own knowledge is increased 
and our own powers and skills heightened. But we also feel 
an obligation to help others even where no common purpose 
can be developed. 

A man may be a stranger to us; perhaps we shall never see 
him. Yet if he is in need, we have an obligation to help him. 
He is not a fellow member of a community. His purposes 
do not supplement ours in a common pattern of action. His 
purposes may be informed by the outlandish customs of 
another part of the globe, or another section of the city. In 
spite of sharing certain general elements of a common human- 
ity, he may look at things with a perspective which makes his 
thoughts incommunicable to us. Yet we feel we have an obliga- 
tion to him. For he too has a duty of self-realization and, differ- 
ent as his personal adventure may be from ours, we ought to 
help him if he is in need. We feel an obligation to man as 
such.® 

The faith to which the philosophy of creative advance leads 
enables us better to understand this aspect of moral feeling. 
This faith implies a duty to promote the growth of creative 
powers in any and all men. It implies a duty to develop your 
own powers, and a duty to seek reconciliation, and a duty 
to man as a creative being. We may call this ethics the ethics 
of humanity. 

The ethics of humanity is not incompatible with the ethics 
of civilization. It sets the ethics of civilization in a different 
light. The ethics of humanity, so to speak, begins with the 
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individual. It recognizes how deeply the individual can be 
developed by community. But it does not make community an 
end in itself. Community is a means to the rational self-realiza- 
tion of the individual. But that self-realization may be pro- 
moted by acts of helpfulness and generosity which need not 
create ties of community. This ethics is a Kantian, an Hegelian, 
but, even more, a Christian ethics. 

Common purpose is one means to the self-realization of the 
individual. But it must be emphasized that no group or society 
of this temporal world can be a community in the full Rous- 
seauist sense. It cannot be a community in which each of the 
members surrenders his whole personality to the common 
purpose and receives it back as an indivisible part of the 
whole. In this pluralistic world, there will always remain a 
part or aspect of the personality which is separate and isolated 
and incommunicable to the group. 

Examine the most intimate relationships which exist be- 
tween people and you will see this fact. Husband and wife; 
parent and child; friend and friend; family, home-town, and 
neighborhood, not to mention church, trade-union, or coun- 
try: in none of these relationships is there a complete sur- 
render of the personality of all to all; in none is there complete 
understanding. After all the social ties have been reckoned 
up and all the identities of purpose noted, there remains a 
solitariness in each man which leaves him something of a mys- 
tery to anyone else. 

There is a perfect community of real togetherness in which 
we are all members one of another. But that society cannot be 
on earth; it is heaven. One of the impracticalities of secular 
thought such as Rousseau’s is to imagine that earth can be 
heaven. Only to this final community and to the Purpose 
which is making it from the materials we help provide do 
we owe unconditional loyahty, not to any earthly community 
now or later. To say this is merely to express the obvious sense 
of the moral feelings that above the law of the state and the 
customs of society there is a Higher Law. 
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The Lav: of Reason This Higher Law is the Law of Reason. 
Our sense of this Higher Law springs from an intuition of 
the ultimate rationality of the world. This intuition takes vari- 
ous forms in the mind and so gives rise to various meanings 
of the term reason. In its most modest form it consists of the 
elementary principles of traditional logic. Men usually retain 
a belief in these principles of reason even when they have sur- 
rendered the hope of finding a standard of ethics or an idea of 
the final nature of reality. A feeling that theory ought to con- 
form to the demands of logical truth, a feeling of “logical 
necessity,” remains, although! such a feeling must be some- 
thing of a mystery so long as you refuse to examine the ethical 
and metaphysical ideas which logic points toward. 

For, the principles of reason expressed in logic point be- 
yond themselves. The mind insists that these principles are 
about fact; that ultimately fact must conform to them. And 
this insistence of the mind, as we have seen, leads toward the 
insight that the world is ultimately a self-consistent whole.® 
Likewise, the moral feelings indicate that human conduct is 
subject to an imperative whose content is similar to the prin- 
ciples of reason expressed in logic. The imperative of reason 
can be interpreted in various ways; the principles of intelligent 
inquiry and rational self-realization; the ethics of community; 
the ethics of civilization; the ethics of humanity. Each attempts 
to express the larger idea of reason underlying our moral 
feelings. In the philosophy of creative advance we approach 
an adequate expression of this larger idea of reason, this in- 
sight that the world is a creative universe in which man has 
his special duty to perform. 

The ethics of humanity is the ethics of the man of good will. 
The effort to follow the imperative of this ethics is that trait 
of purpose which makes him a man of good will. Yet the man 
of good will bears a great burden of evil and the sharper his 
sense of his duty the more heavily will that burden rest on 
him. The imperative he tries to obey is vastly beyond his 
power ever to satisfy. He is continually faced with conflicting 
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duties. To satisfy one is to neglect the other. He has duties 
to himself, his family, his neighbors, and to the stranger who 
is everywhere. Each duty demands unlimited attention. If 
his efforts are to be in any measure effective he must associate 
himself with some social system and with some government. 
Yet the visible imperfections and cruelties of any society and 
government in history are profound. And beyond the evils he 
can see are those he cannot see but must suspect, the evil con- 
sequences of well-meant plans, the untoward results to which 
the satisfactory institutions of one age lead in the next. In the 
light of these inevitable facts, he would be a cynic if it were 
not that the very feeling which enables him to discern these 
evils at the same time assures him that his effort is worth 
while. His good will, sincere as it may be, cannot give him 
peace. He too needs forgiveness. 




CONCLUSION 




CHAPTER FOURTEEN 


POLITICS 

The philosophy of creative advance solves the problem 
of purpose. It arms a man against irrationalism and defeatism. 
In the same moment it defines his duty and orders him into 
action. The philosophy of creative advance entails the ethics 
of humanity. To accept the consolations of that philosophy is 
also to assume the heavy burdens of this ethics. 

The argument has been abstract and often, no doubt, wrong- 
headed. Yet I doubt that the reader will find it irrelevant to 
the immediate problems of government and society today. A 
virtue of our age is that it drives the mind to follow through 
the urgent problems of the moment toward deeper truths, 
in which a more secure and confident age might not take an 
interest. How far the insights of the philosophy of creative ad- 
vance approach any deeper truth the reader will judge. It 
is also for him to determine how to use these insights when 
deliberating the problems of the day. 

The main outlines of the political theory implied by this 
philososphy should already be fairly clear. Obviously, that 
political theory is utterly at variance with the principles of 
fascism, nazism, and other political forms of irrationalism. It is 
also hostile to Marxian communism. On the other hand, the 
socialist or liberal or conservative should find neither the 
politics nor the ethics nor the metaphysics of this book in- 
compatible with his own political and social program. The 
general principles which have emerged from our argument 
can be shared by men of very divergent political beliefs. 

Such a book as this cannot, and should not, end with a party 
manifesto. Yet it should be of use to men trying to formulate 
their own political theory and take a stand on issues which 
demand partisanship. How the central ideas of this book might 
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be used, what their main lines of relevance to politics seem 
to be, where the resulting political theory is like and unlike 
certain traditional theories, it will be the task of these con- 
cluding pages briefly to indicate. 

Collectivist Ethics The philosophy of creative advance ob- 
viously owes a great deal to metaphysical idealism. But the 
ethics of humanity stands in sharp contrast with a type of 
ethics which may justifiably be called traditional idealist ethics. 
One is individualist; the other collectivist. As a result, there 
is a critical difference in political theory. 

Let me summarize the position which I attribute to certain 
idealists and with which I wish to differ: Self-realization 
occurs only when a man forms common purposes with other 
men. The good life for the individual lies wholly in a common 
life shared with others and governed by a common purpose. 
Purposive activity which does not express, or is not directed 
toward forming, a common purpose is not an element of the 
good life or of self-realization. No aspect of self-realization is 
private, nonsocial, individual. It follows for political theory 
that the essential purpose of the state is to promote community 
among the members of the state. It may also be held to follow 
that the state is truly a state only so far as its members are 
bound together in a common purpose. 

Such a collectivist ethics, its seems to me, is expressed or 
implied in the works of most British idealists. Bosanquet’s 
Philosophical Theory of the State is a particularly striking ex- 
ample. What Bosanquet means by “the best life” for the 
individual he does not make entirely clear.^ But it is abundantly 
evident that, whatever it is, the best life can flourish only as 
an integral or organic part of a common life. In the true state, 
the mind of the individual is wholly social. Bosanquet writes: 
“Each individual mind, if we consider it as a whole, is an ex- 
pression or reflection of society as a whole from a point of view 
which is distinctive and unique.” Conversely, the state or social 
whole is “a whole consisting of psychical dispositions and 
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their activities, answering to one another in determinate ways. 
It would therefore be of the nature of a continuous or self- 
identical being, pervading a system of differences and realised 
only in them. It differs from a machine, or from what is called 
an ‘organism’ pure and simple, by the presence of the whole 
in every part, not merely for the inference of the observer, 
but, in some degree, for the part itself, through the action of 
consciousness.” ^ 

Here Bosanquet is restating Rousseau’s formula of com- 
munity: each member of the state community has surrendered 
his entire personality to the community and received it back 
as an organic part of the whole. Any actual state, so far as it 
is a state, is such a community. The system is never quite har- 
monious; readjustment is continually going on. But the es- 
sential purpose of any actual state is to approximate this ideal; 
that is, to make the community more of a community. 

The philosophy of creative advance, as I have tried to in- 
terpret it, rejects this organic theory of the state and the col- 
lectivist ethics on which it is founded. One reason is that so- 
ciety is not, and cannot be, an actual entity. Society is not, 
and cannot be, a ?noi comvmn, a common self. In any individ- 
ual soul there is in some resepcts and some measure a real to- 
getherness with other souls. But there is no over-soul which 
includes these related souls, except God. There is a perfect 
community in which we are all members of one another. But 
that community cannot be on earth; it is heaven. 

We have previously argued this point on the grounds of 
common experience. Even the most intimate relationships, one 
must admit, fall far short of complete community, that is, 
complete mutual understanding and unconditional loyalty. 
But there is a further reason why complete community can- 
not be achieved among men. The very fact that each soul 
is a center of creative process prevents it. All souls in great 
measure merely reflect social influences; perhaps some are 
wholly lacking in individuality and do no more than reproduce 
conformally these influences. But where reason has started to 
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work, where there is intelligent inquiry and reflection, tne 
soul begins to display traits and purposes which are its own 
unique creations. They may be modest, hardly passing beyond 
the stage of inarticulate daydreams. They may be the sudden 
insights of genius, or the slow fruition of laborious investiga- 
tion. But they are the soul’s own. 

This creative process is at once the most precious part of 
a man and something that sets him apart from others. It ex- 
pands his mind, alters the contours of his purposes, and so 
undermines the common ground which previously enabled him 
to communicate. In time, mutual understanding may be re- 
established, but creativity continually threatens to disrupt it. 
Even if a man could be united in a perfect community of 
purpose with others, the creative advance of his soul would 
throw his purposes out of harmony with the common purpose; 
his new perspective would make him something of a stranger 
to his former friends. Indeed, one thing that makes close 
friendship attractive is that it is never perfect. Friend never 
completely understands friend, but each is attracted to the 
other by the changing insights into truth which the symbols of 
communication occasionally reflect from one mind to the 
other. So far as men are rational, that is, creatively intelligent, 
they can never participate wholly in one another’s lives. 

Moral collectivism makes its ideal a society in which each 
person is entirely absorbed into the life of the whole. Ethically 
this idea is wrong. If, per hnpossibile, it were achieved, it 
would involve destroying the essential humanity of man, his 
reason. In fact, such a society cannot be achieved and the effort 
to create it can, at most, establish only a social unity which 
is false and therefore oppressive. 

The philosophy of creative advance rejects moral collec- 
tivism. It rejects the theory that self-realization occurs only 
in and through the formation of common purposes. The ethics 
of humanity starts from the individual. His personal adventure 
in the pursuit of truth has value and importance, regardless of 
whether his insights are derived from, or communicated to, 
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society. If he were the only man on earth he would have his 
duty, and his performance of duty would have eternal mean- 
ing. The metaphysics of this philosophy is collectivist, but its 
ethics and politics are strenuously individualist. 

Individualist Ethics The ethics of humanity has more in 
common with the thought of many empiricist philosophers 
than it has with the thought of many idealists. For John Stuart 
Mill, for example, the vocation of man is the exercise of crea- 
tive intelligence. “It is,” he writes in his essay on Liberty, “the 
privilege and proper condition of a human being, arrived at the 
maturity of his faculties, to use and interpret experience in 
his own way. . . He who lets the world, or his own portion 
of it, choose his plan of life for him, has no need of any other 
faculty than the ape-like one of imitation. He who chooses 
his plan for himself, employs all his faculties. He must use ob- 
servation to see, reasoning and judgment to forsee, activity 
to gather materials for decision, discrimination to decide, 
and when he has decided, firmness and self-control to hold 
to his deliberate decision.”® 

In this essay Mill is concerned with intelligent inquiry as 
the manner in which the human personality grows. Like 
Dewey he also applied this general notion to the narrower 
field of professional scientific inquiry. In that part of his Logic 
in which he discusses induction he sets out the principles by 
which truth is discovered, verified, and developed. His “canons 
of induction” and his discussion of them are technical. Yet 
the central idea is the same as that underlying the essay on 
Liberty. 

On this notion of creative intelligent inquiry. Mill founded 
the political theory of his essay on Liberty. In this notion he 
found a standard which determined the proper functions of 
government. The functions which Mill allowed government 
in this essay ar^ far too limited to satisfy us today. But the 
principle from which he started does not necessarily lead to 
laisser-faire, is still useful and convincing, and in general agrees 
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with the doctrine of rational self-realization stated in this book. 
It agrees in general with this doctrine, yet it springs from a 
radically different philosophy. This difference is worth con- 
sidering in order to illustrate the use, indeed, the necessity 
of metaphysics to political theory. 

Metaphysics and Ethics In Mill’s essay on Utilitarianism, his 
thought departed radically from Bentham’s pleasure-philos- 
ophy. “Quantity of pleasure being equal,” Bentham had writ- 
ten, “pushpin is as good as poetry.” But Mill admitted, or 
rather insisted, that pleasures differ not only in degree, but 
also in kind. This destroys the central idea of the pleasure- 
philosophy. There is no longer a single motive or drive be- 
hind all human action, the desire for pleasure. Not the quantity 
of pleasure determines what a man will do, but the structure 
of fundamental appetites. 

One vital link remained. Mill like Bentham vigorously op- 
posed any suggestion that man has a “moral faculty”^ or that 
moral obligation is “a transcendental fact.”® He claimed to 
base his ethics of politics, not on a moral law which is in any 
sense intuitive or a priori, but rather on the observed facts of 
the fundamental tendencies or appetites of human nature. He 
held that it is the “privilege and proper condition” of man 
to pursue truth through intelligent inquiry, not because such 
action is dictated by metaphysical or religious insight, but 
because such action fulfills an “inward tendency” of human 
nature. “Human nature,” he wrote, “is ... a tree, which re- 
quires to grow and develop itself on all sides, according to the 
tendency of the inward forces which make it a living thing.”® 

The “tendency of the inward forces” of human nature: 
How does one go about discovering what this is? On what 
ground would Mill choose to defend his conclusions about 
the inner nature of man? He excludes the ground of rational 
intuition or religious insight. The implication appears to be 
that his conclusions are derived from, and could be verified 
by, observation and experiment. Mill’s procedure, in short. 
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is to base his ethics on what we might call a “science” of 
human nature. 

So long as scientific investigations of human nature arrive 
at conclusions like Mill’s, no hberal democrat or decent man 
will seriously object to the ethics derived from these conclu- 
sions. But suppose a careful inquiry into the nature of the 
psyche shows that its tendencies are quite different from 
what Mill believed. Suppose, for instance, this inquiry shows 
that man has an innate instinct of aggression, deeper and more 
powerful than his instinct to pursue truth. If the political 
theorist is still to follow Mill’s procedure, he must alter his 
ethics of politics to allow expression to this newly discovered 
tendency. He should conclude that government ought to do 
more to provide opportunities for men to abuse and injure 
one another. For a model of the ideal society, he may look 
back to the days of tournaments, trial by battle, and private 
war. 

To let Mill’s ethical procedure carry one to such conclusions 
is silly and fascistic. But it is not silly to suppose that scientific 
inquiry into the psyche may bring to light inward tendencies 
antagonistic to intelligent inquiry. Such a discovery would 
shatter an ethics like Mill’s because that ethics rejects meta- 
physics and religion. It could not touch the essentials of the 
ethics of humanity precisely because this ethics has a meta- 
physical and religious foundation. 

If men have an instinct of aggression, it is better to know 
about that instinct that not to know about it. In that sense, the 
ethics of humanity would welcome the discovery of such an 
instinct. For, so far as such a discovery revealed the mode 
of behavior of this instinct, we should get some hint of how 
to control it or mitigate its effects. This ethics is not to be 
daunted by the revelation of forces of destruction in nature 
or human nature. It is founded on a philosophy which at once 
acknowledges that discontinuity is a basic trait of the temporal 
world and insists that the duty of man is to struggle against 
discontinuity. Fidelity to the principles of intelligent inquiry. 
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regardless of what such inquiry may find in the psyche, is a 
dictate of the moral imperative. 

So far then the political theory of the ethics of humanity is 
like and unlike the traditional views of idealists and empiricists. 
The essential individualism of the theory should be clear. But 
a word of caution is necessary. The word individualism has 
many meanings. As it is used here it does not mean that the 
self or soul is, or should be, wholly self-contained, ‘‘enclosed as 
it were in an impervious globe.” The individual cannot, and 
should not, be absorbed wholly in the common life. But he 
will find community a source of enrichment and stands under 
an obligation to communicate to others, so far as possible, the 
results of his mental and spiritual growth. Bosanquet’s theory 
of the state as a complete community is an exaggeration. But 
it is an exaggeration which points to an important fact. It is 
a fact that some aspects of a rrlan’s personality are involved 
in common purposes with others. It is a fact that such common 
purposes are one means of self-realization. 

We have examined these facts in our discussion of the ethics 
of community and civilization. We have seen that where 
men are united by common purpose, each understands his 
role and the roles of others and how these complementary 
functions are joined in a unified pattern of social conduct. We 
have seen that reconciliation by forming new ties of commun- 
ity enlarges mutual understanding and the powers and skills of 
the participants. Obviously, such relationships are wide and 
deep in any society. How widely they extend through a so- 
ciety, and how deeply they involve its members, are questions 
for careful empirical inquiry. Here we wish merely to show 
the relevance of such relationships to political theory. 

Common purpose is a means of self-realization. As the 
idealists assert, government therefore ought to take care to 
protect and promote common purpose. The voluntary associa- 
tions of modern society often heighten and enrich the inner 
life of their members. So far as they do, government should 
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favor them. Government ought to do this, not because par- 
ticipation in a common hfe is the only means of living the good 
life, but because it is one means of achieving the good life. 

Natural Law The state is not, and should not be, an all-ab- 
sorbing, a perfect community. But should it be a community 
in a looser sense? Should it be a community in the sense that 
all its members are agreed on certain general objectives of 
government? Consider the general objectives stated by the 
ethics of humanity. May we not say that the members of the 
state, so far as they try to fulfill this imperative, are united by 
a common purpose? 

The term may be, and often is, used in this sense. But such 
usage, it seems to me, stretches the term unduly and obscures 
the most useful meaning which can be attached to it. “Common 
purpose,” and “community,” as I prefer to use them, refer 
to the integration of certain aspects of human personalities. 
This use is obscured if these terms are also used to refer to 
the general identity of purpose which arises when men ac- 
cept the moral imperative. Men have duties to one another, 
even if they are not, even if they cannot be, in community 
with one another. The stranger and the alien may demand our 
help even though they stand outside the “general will.” 
Simply as rational beings, men have rights and duties toward 
one another. Normally, men will look for the definition of 
their rights and duties to the customs and purposes of their 
society. But the “general will” is not soverign; it cannot claim 
unconditional loyalty. Man has access to a higher seat of 
social criticism and self-criticism, namely, reason. And the 
school of political theory which best understands and ex- 
presses this fact, it seems to me, is neither the idealist nor the 
empiricist school, but the natural rights school. 

The moral imperative states a Higher Law, the Law of 
Reason. This Law imposes upon man the duty of self-realiza- 
tion; it thereby gives him a right to self-realization and a 
duty of respecting and protecting that right in others. As the 
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natural rights school has always argued, these rights and duties 
are“ antecedent” to government. Some particular society may 
not recognize them. The people controlling the government 
of that society may not recognize these rights and duties; the 
people subject to the government may not claim them. Indeed, 
no government can fully realize the objectives imposed on 
it by these rights and duties. Like any particular man, any 
government must fall short of the demands of the Law of 
Reason. Yet these rights and duties remain the eternal rights 
and duties of man. 

But is it proper to call this Law of Reason natural law and 
these rights and duties natural? Does this not confuse the 
moral law which God imposes on man with the “laws” of 
nature which man discovers in empirical inquiry? So far as 
the use of the term “natural” results in this confusion, the ob- 
jection is sound. But there is an important sense in which 
the Law of Reason is natural. It is not natural if by that you 
mean that scientific inquiry will inevitably show that the inner 
tendency or basic drive of human nature is to follow reason. 
But scientific inquiry shades off into philosophical inquiry. 
The inquiry of conscious man when turned to the study of 
his own nature in its immediacy tends to become the inquiry 
of self-conscious man, bringing to light the presence of God 
in man. And the God which self-conscious inquiry finds is a 
God who is not only imposed on the world, but also immanent 
in the world.^ The Law of Reason is not only a moral law given 
to man, but also a law which is natural to man because it 
springs from his own deepest nature. 

The Law of Reason gives man the right and duty of ra- 
tional self-realization. The idea expressed in this Law can be 
grasped with some clarity, but it is highly abstract. From it 
alone nothing can be deduced about the form which any 
particular human institution or government should take. It 
presents us with a general end-in-view which we must then 
apply to the existing facts and the possibilities we have dis- 
covered in these facts. 



POLITICS 


207 

The Law of Reason cannot tell us what part of the people 
should have the vote; whether property should be owned 
by individuals or by government; what civil liberties should 
be guaranteed; whether the government of any particular 
society should be democratic, aristocratic, or dictatorial. Our 
duty is to support that institution which seems least imperfect 
under the circumstances. It would have been wrong to intro- 
duce universal suffrage into twelfth-century England; it 
would be wrong to narrow the suffrage in modern Britain. It 
would have been wrong to nationalize industry in Jefferson’s 
America; it might be wrong not to nationalize it in the event 
of another great depression in the United States. Under some 
circumstances, dictatorship may be the only way in which 
the foundations of civilized society can be preserved or con- 
structed. There are no eternal forms of government or human 
law. 

Even in the more civilized states the Law of Reason will 
be embodied in a set of political and social institutions which 
is only a distant approximation, a partial interpretation, of the 
ideal. Frustrations and cruelties, known and unknown, present 
and imminent, will disfigure all states. But while a state cannot 
be made perfect, it can be made better. Our duty is continually 
to work for a less partial embodiment of the Law of Reason. 

Democracy We are to work for improvement. But who is to 
say what is better and what is worse? In interpreting the Law 
of Reason, who is to judge? 

Western civilization has developed a form of government 
which, where it has been practicable, has given an answer 
morally more satisfactory than those given by other known 
forms. This form of government is democracy, i.e., govern- 
ment in which control and direction are substantially in the 
hands of the adult population. In a democratic government 
the task of interpreting the Law of Reason lies with the peo- 
ple, organized for discussion and decision. 

The first virtue of a democratic government is that it has 
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an unrivaled knowledge of the important facts. These are not 
merely the facts about what people are doing and how they 
do it — the external facts, so to speak, such as statistics on in- 
come and trade or the behavioral descriptions of economics 
and other social sciences. The important facts also include how 
people feel; what these external facts mean as elements in the 
pains and pleasures, frustrations and successes of human pur- 
pose — the internal facts.® So far as a government is democratic, 
it bases its decisions upon these important facts. 

Yet each man’s view of the facts is distorted by perspective, 
by individual and group bias. In a democracy, therefore, the 
people are organized for discussion and decision in institutions 
of various kinds, formal and informal, private and public. Out 
of the competition of partial truths, the process of discussion, 
it is hoped, will produce a wider and more inclusive truth.® 
When such discussion is successful, as A. D. Lindsay remarks, 
“the narrowness and one-sidedness of each person’s point 
of view are corrected and something emerges which each can 
recognize as embodying the truth of what he stood for, and 
yet (or rather therefore) is seen to serve the purpose of the 
society better than what anyone conceived for himself.”^® 

And this is the second virtue of democracy: that it tries to 
utilize the creative intelligence of all its citizens. So far as a 
government is democratic, it mobilizes, for the struggle with 
common problems, a greater fraction of the brain-power of 
the society. Perhaps the matter can be put this way: If a so- 
ciety did produce or constitute a common mind, a Tnoi com- 
mim, there would be no problem of government. For then 
the society, like the mind of an individual, could observe, re- 
flect, decide without the mediation of institutions (although 
even the individual mind cannot do without its habits of ra- 
tional thought) . But since there is not, and cannot be, a com- 
mon social mind, the problem is, so to speak, to create a 
machine which will do the same work. The problem is so to 
organize the individual minds of the society that each shall 
contribute all its power to the process of thinking and deciding 
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and the effect, if not the reality, of a common mind shall bt 
achieved. 

This view of democracy and of the relation of democracy 
to the Natural Law is not far from the theory of John Locke. 
According to Locke, there is “a law of Nature . . . which ob- 
liges everyone, and reason, which is that law, teaches all man- 
kind who will but consult it” what the rights and duties of 
man are. If men did not recognize the Law of Reason, govern- 
ment would be the product of force and violence, and men 
would live together “by no other rules but that of beasts, 
where the strongest carries it.”^^ But since men do, as a gen- 
eral rule, recognize that Law, there is “another rise of govern- 
ment, another original of political power.” For even with 
men of good will, anarchism is impracticable. Even men who 
recognize the Law of Reason will yet disagree on its inter- 
pretation, being “partial to themselves and their friends,” when 
they are judges in their own cases. Therefore, they seek an 
“impartial judge” who will administer the Law without bias. 

Where shall men find an “impartial judge?” Locke did not 
think one would be found in any single man or select group 
of men. He was thoroughly disabused of any belief in “do- 
minion by grace,” ecclesiastical or political.^® The only judge 
whom he would trust was “the people.” Not that the only true 
government is direct democracy in which the people make 
all the decisions as a body. The people may adopt any form 
of political organization which they find expedient. But final 
direction and control rest in them. “Who shall be judge,” 
wrote Locke, “whether prince or legislative act contrary to 
their trust? . . . To this I reply, the people shall be judge.” 
To the people, exercising the rights of free speech and discus- 
sion, final judgment is reserved. 

Discussion, the essence of democracy, may not be success- 
ful. It may not lead to a reconciliation of opposing views, but 
may exacerbate differences and make a modus vivmdi more 
difficult, as the public wrangling between Northern and 
Southern extremists before the Civil War may have done. 
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The characteristics of a society may be such that the attempt 
to follow democratic procedures would have disastrous re- 
sults. For instance, consider the possibilities if complete de- 
mocracy were introduced into Germany, Japan, or Russia to- 
day, Experience has shown the immense values for survival and 
for justice which democracy possesses. But experience also 
shows that democracy is not practicable in all societies. 

Under what circumstances democracy is practicable is a 
question for empirical inquiry. Here only one or two hypo- 
theses will be suggested. Locke’s theory indicates one neces- 
sary condition: the bulk of the people must recognize and 
accept the Law of Reason; they must be men of good will. 
They must have some sense of their duty to themselves and 
to others and must follow that sense in their interpretation 
of what government ought and ought not to do. 

But if this were the only type of agreement among the peo- 
ple, the process of discussion in a democracy would be weighed 
down with an impossible burden. There are many different 
sets of political and social institutions in which the Law of 
Reason can be embodied. Some we can judge to be superior 
to others; many are morally of equal value, and yet incom- 
patible with one another in a single society. The economic 
system alone severely limits the types of institution and person- 
ality which can flourish. Today the captain of industry and the 
family business may be passing into the limbo which already 
harbors knight and guildsman, manor and commune. But 
economic limits are not the only, not even the most important, 
limits. There are many other causes for a man being born 
too late or too soon. “The great arc along which all possible 
human behaviors are distributed,” writes Ruth Benedict, “is 
far too immense and too full of contradictions for any one cul- 
ture to utilize even any considerable portion of it.”^® 

If a democracy is to succeed, there must be more than 
good will and a process of discussion. The people must also 
substantially agree on some more concrete interpretation of 
the Law of Reason as it is to apply to their society. By and 



POLITICS 


211 


large they must share the same view of the types of creative 
activity which are to be allowed and encouraged and the same 
view of the types of service to others which the state may 
oblige its members to perform. The Law of Reason must be 
embodied in some agreed system of Fundamental Law. Or to 
use the language of the idealists: the democratic state must be 
a community in the sense that the purposes of its members 
must be informed by what A. D. Lindsay calls “a standard of 
the common life.”^® 

It is a harsh and dangerous necessity that the Law of 
Reason must be embodied in a system of Fundamental Law. 
It is harsh because the Fundamental Law by committing the 
society to certain types of self-realization thereby excludes or 
greatly burdens other types of self-realization. The state may 
preserve liberty for certain types of self-realization, but it 
cannot preserve liberty in general. Yet, and here is the danger, 
men who happen to be satisfied with the institutions of their 
place and time are strongly inclined to think that the liberty 
which is liberty to them is liberty to all and that the Funda- 
mental Law protecting that liberty is identical with the 
Natural Law.^’^ They fail to realize that even a liberal society 
has its bias, its peculiar perspective, and that even a democratic 
government is not truly an “impartial judge.” They may, 
therefore, fail to consult their own sense of the imperative of 
reason, when it would indicate a practical opportunity for 
creative advance. 

Conchision What use then is the philosophy of creative ad- 
vance to the student of government or to the citizen? 

First, from this philosophy an ethics of politics can be 
derived. The ethics of humanity states the duty of man. It 
therefore indicates the end to be served by all human insti- 
tutions. That duty and that end is to promote rational self- 
realization among all men. 

This is an honored formula in ethical and political theory. 
But those who use it do not always make clear what they 
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mean by self-realization. A great value of Dewey’s analysis of 
intelligent inquiry in particular, and rational experience in 
general, is that it gives a clear, though abstract, meaning to 
the term. Whitehead’s metaphysics goes on to illuminate the 
relations of creative intelligence with a kindred universe and 
also, if my interpretation is correct, that stage of experience 
from which men derive their sense of obligation. From these 
insights, we can derive a political theory based on reason and 
directed toward liberty. 

For this ethics of politics is essentially liberal. Its central 
value is the creativity of the individual soul. It directs our 
attention to that moment when novelty ingresses into the 
process of human experience. But that moment is a moment 
of solitude for the individual. The materials from which the 
insight of such a moment arise are derived from society and 
nature. That insight will be relevant to those materials. But 
the insight itself is a new fact in the world, a novel actual 
entity, occurring only in the process of this soul. In this 
sense, it is the spontaneous creation, the free act, of the soul. 
It exhibits the inner liberty of man. 

And such a moment is not only fact; it is also purpose. 
Modestly or profoundly, it alters the plans, the intended be- 
havior, of the individual, giving some new bent to the path of 
his unique personal adventure. Precisely because it is new as 
thought and as action, such a creative moment cannot arise 
if the individual’s life is governed by the commands of a 
tyrant or the rules of inflexible custom. A life which is wholly 
planned from a center outside the individual cannot be crea- 
tive. Man is internally free; therefore, he ought to be externally 
free. 

Liberty is not merely that condition in which men refrain 
from interfering with one another. It is more than merely be- 
ing let alone. Human creativity does not operate in a vacuum, 
but in intimate interaction with society and nature. It may be 
heightened by the presence of certain conditions and strained 
and frustrated by their absence. Poverty may oppress the soul 
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as severely as tyranny, and the lack of education may be more 
stultifying than poverty or force. Just what positive conditions 
will be most beneficial to the creative advance of a society or 
and individual must be decided on empirical grounds. Liberty 
in this respect will be defined differently from age to age, and 
from one society to another. The fact to which this ethics 
points is that liberty requires appropriate external conditions 
and that the duty of men to one another is to try to provide 
these conditions. 

Yet these conditions are external. That is, through individual 
and collective effort, men can provide the conditions necessary 
for creative advance. So much they can plan. But by definition 
the act of creativity itself cannot be planned. The scientific 
inquirer can be provided with his instruments and laboratory. 
He can be educated in the knowledge and technique of his 
science and incited to research. So much others can do for 
him. But the discoveries he makes, the new hypotheses he 
conceives and confirms, these things he must produce by him- 
self. Similarly, in a society men can provide one another with 
the conditions of liberty, positive and negative. But the crea- 
tive use of these conditions depends on the individual in his 
solitude. Men cannot plan the creative acts of one another. To 
try to do so would be as futile as trying to plan the discoveries 
of the scientific inquirer and could only stultify the essential 
spirit of man. The most, and the best, men can do for one 
another is to make their society free. 

This ethics of politics, then, has content and meaning and 
can be used in deliberating the concrete issues of modern 
government. Yet it is not committed to the legal structure or 
economic system or customs of any particular age. The philos- 
ophy on which this ethics is based emphasizes the relativity of 
all institutions. No man, no institution, no government, can 
satisfy the moral imperative. Relative to perfection, all fall far 
short. The gulf between the ideal and the actual is never 
bridged, although the duty of man is continually to try to 
bridge it. 
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Institutions are not only ethically relative, but also histori- 
cally relative. Only in a certain historical environment does 
an institution work to produce the consequences expected of 
it. When that environment changes, the institution must also 
be changed. In the course of history, familiar forms and 
procedures will from time to time produce strange and un- 
wanted results. Men must be prepared to recognize such 
changes and to alter their institutions accordingly. Historic- 
ally no forms of government can be eternal; morally none 
ought to be eternal. 

This ethics states an ideal in highly abstract terms. That 
ideal by itself does not enable a man to decide which of 
several alternative institutions or reforms of government he 
ought to support. To make this decision he must interrogate 
experience. The question is: According to the evidence, which 
of these alternatives will promote a less imperfect realization 
of the ideal? He may have to reject a more attractive alterna- 
tive because it is improbable. The more acutely aware he is 
of the demands of reason, the more deeply dissatisfied he will 
be with the compromises forced on him by practicality. But it 
is his duty to be rationally empirical, that is, scientific. 

For this ethics and the religious insight from which it de- 
rives do not conflict with political science, or with any kind 
of science. On the contrary, this ethics and this faith alone 
makes sense of science, saving the pursuit of truth from the 
attacks of the skeptic and the defeatist. This ethics does indi- 
cate the end or purpose of science. It states the central prob- 
lem of human practice: What means will more efficiently pro- 
mote rational self-realization? Similarly, it states for political 
science the central problem: What means will more efficiently 
promote and protect liberty? But this ethics does not pre- 
judge the finds of empirical inquiry into these questions. It 
leaves the realm of means entirely to science, and that is the 
only realm with which science as such is concerned. This 
ethics is not a scientific ethics — such a phrase is a contradiction 
in terms. It is rather the ethics of science. 
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Scientific inquiry cannot be hostile to rational self-realiza- 
tion because in essence they are the same operation. Scientific 
inquiry is not a form of operation confined to the professional 
pursuit of knowledge by men in laboratories and research 
centers. As Dewey continually emphasizes, the principles of 
scientific inquiry have a much wider application. They are 
the principles of creative growth of knowledge and purpose. 
The inquiry of the professional scientist is simply one of the 
more brilliant achievements of creative intelligence. The voca- 
tion of man is the pursuit of truth; science is one calling within 
this larger vocation. 

To try to defend science in particular, or rational empiricism 
in general, may seem academic, that is, something which only 
a few people would care to do and which really need not 
be done. The problem can take a dry and technical form, as, 
for instance, when stated as the problem of induction. But 
what I have tried to show in this book is that the problem of ' 
defending rational empiricism not only adumbrates the great 
problems of human destiny, but also impinges on the decisions 
of everyday life. Every step you take, every word you utter, 
every vote you cast, assumes some sort of answer to what I 
have called the problem of purpose. 

It has been said that the central problem of our age is fatal- 
ity; the loss of control over our destiny. There is a certain 
terror which must seize a man when he considers the choices 
he is obliged to make as a citizen in the modern world. The 
experts and the leaders present their conflicting policies to the 
people. Upon a right choice depends the difference between 
war and peace, prosperity and depression, progress and decay 
and collapse. Yet each policy, at the best, complex, closely 
reasoned and buttressed with facts, is an airy bridge of the 
imagination, arching off in a different direction into the dark 
of an unknown future. Each wants to be, even pretends to be, 
the future. Each is only a construction of the mind, a mere 
probability, a plan and a purpose. Where can a man find the 
confidence to set foot on any one of these ethereal structures? 
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Prejudice by blinding him may give him that confidence. 
And as the facts force upon him the doubts of irrationalism, 
prejudice can protect confidence by becoming fanaticism. A 
sense of humor may lead to a more civilized response. For the 
contrast between fact, what is and will be, and theory, what 
men think and expect, is a comic contrast. But seeing the joke 
will not fortify the heart and gives over leadership to the 
fanatics. 

The solution which I have tried to suggest embodies the 
humility of the cynic, but not his defeatism and loss of nerve. 
It includes the decision of the fanatic, but not his pride. It 
draws a firm and abiding confidence in reason from a faith 
which reason itself reveals. 
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